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CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PARK 


MONDAY, JUNE 30, 1958 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDs OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a. m. in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the consideration of Senate bill 77 and House bill 1145, by 
our colleague, Congressman Hyde, of Maryland, a bill to establish 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the 
State of Maryland, and for other purposes. 


The Interior Department report is favorable if the bill is amended 
slightly. 

Without objection, the bills and the report will be printed in the 
record at this point. Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(S. 77, H. R. 1145, and the Department report follow :) 


[S. 77, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 


provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the State of Maryland, 
and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, for the purpose of pre- 
serving and interpreting certain property in the State of Maryland for the 
benefit and inspiration of the people. The park, as initially established, shall 
comprise that particular property in Federal ownership containing not to 
exceed four thousand eight hundred acres, and situated along the line of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway, above the Great Falls of the Potomac River and a point 
within or in the vicinity of the city of Cumberland, Maryland, as may be de- 
termined by the Secretary of the Interior. The park may comprise such addi- 
tional lands as may be acquired pursuant to subsection (b) hereof: Provided, 
That the total area of such park, including land already in Federal ownership, 
shall not exceed fifteen thousand acres. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to acquire in such 
manner as he may consider to be in the public interest such lands and interests 
in lands in the State of Maryland in the vicinity of the canal and existing Govern- 
ment canal property as he deems desirable for the purposes of the said park. 

(c) Subject to the purposes and general requirements of this Act, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the State of Maryland, with 
its political subdivisions and with other Federal agencies, in promoting such 
land use or development programs, through cooperative agreements or leases 
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for terms not to exceed fifty years, as will further the objectives for the park and 
of the State of Maryland concerning wildlife propagation, wilderness conser- 
vation, public recreation, and related purposes. 

(d) The authority granted in the Act of September 22, 1950 (64 Stat. 905), 
to effect land exchanges for the purposes of the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal Parkway and in the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1953 (67 Stat. 
359), to grant easements for rights-of-way through, over, or under lands along 
the line of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal is hereby continued and may hereafter 
be exercised by the Secretary of the Interior with respect to lands included in 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. The Secretary is 
authorized also to convey such Chesapeake and Ohio Canal lands within and 
in the vicinity of Cumberland, Maryland, which are not included in the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park in exchange for other land 
or interests therein of approximately equal value that are authorized by this 
Act to be acquired for the park. 

Notwithstanding section 1 (a) of the Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482, 483), 
that portion of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway above Great Falls and Point of Rocks, 
in the State of Maryland, shall hereafter be part of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. 

(e) Any funds that may be available for purposes of administration of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal property above the Great Falls terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway may hereafter be used by the Secretary 
for the purposes of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

Sec. 2. (a) In accordance with the purposes of this Act and to facilitate access 
to and enjoyment by the public of the scenic and recreational values of the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and the Potomac River Valley, 
there is hereby authorized to be established, without regard to the maximum 
acreage limitation prescribed in section 1 of this Act, a scenic parkway of ap- 
proximately twenty-five miles, traversing generally Town Hill and other suitable 
terrain, between Maryland Route 51 in the general vicinity of Paw Paw, West 
Virginia, and extending to the existing Long Ridge Road near Woodmont, Mary- 
land, such parkway connection to be a part of the aforesaid Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept on behalf of the 
United States, donations of land and interests in lands for purposes of the park- 
way provided for in section 2 (a) of this Act. The right-of-way for such parkway 
shall be of such width as to comprise not more than an average of one hundred 
acres per mile for its length. 

Sec. 3. (a) Within five years after the approval of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall file with the National Archives a map showing the lands within 
the maximum authorized acreages prescribed in subsections 1 (a) and 2 (b) 
of this Act which are to comprise the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park and Parkway, respectively: Provided, That the filing of such map 
shall not affect the authority of the Secretary subsequently to acquire, in accord- 
ance with subsections 1 (b) and 2 (b), non-Federal lands within the boundaries 
of the park and parkway as depicted on said map. Such historical park and 
parkway shall be administered under the general laws and requirements govern- 
ing areas of the national park system in such manner as to preserve the historic, 
scenic, and recreational values and features thereof: And provided further, That 
designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park pur- 
poses shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for such works as Congress may 
in the future authorize for improvement and extension of navigation, or for 
flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the development of hydroelectric 
power or other purposes. 

(b) The enactment of this Act shall not affect adversely any valid rights here- 
tofore existing within the areas hereby established as the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. 

2assed the Senate August 29, 1957. 

Attest: 

FELTON M. Jonnston, Secretary. 
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{H. R. 1145, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to pro- 


vide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, 
and for other purposes 


je it enacted 'by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, for the purpose of preserv- 
ing and interpreting certain property in the State of Maryland for the benefit and 
inspiration of the people. The park, as initially established, shall comprise that 
particular property in Federal ownership contained not to exceed four thousand 
eight hundred acres, and situated along the line of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
between the terminus of the George Washington Memorial Parkway, above the 
Great Falls of the Potomac River and a point within or in the vicinity of the 
city of Cumberland, Maryland, as may be determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior. The park may comprise such additional lands as may be acquired 
pursuant to subsection (b) hereof: Provided, That the total area of such park, 
including land already in Federal ownership, shall not exceed fifteen thousand 
acres. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to acquire in such 
manner as he may consider to be in the public interest such lands and interests 
in lands in the State of Maryland in the vicinity of the canal and existing Gov- 
ernment canal property as he deems desirable for the purposes of the said park. 

(c) Subject to the purposes and general requirements of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the State of Mary- 
land, with its political subdivisions and with other Federal agencies, in pro- 
moting such land use or development programs, through cooperative agreements 
or leases for terms not to exceed fifty years, as will further the objectives 
for the park and of the State of Maryland concerning wildlife propagation, 
wilderness conservation, publie recreation and related purposes. 

(d) The authority granted in the Act of September 22, 1950 (64 Stat. 905), 
to effect land exchanges for the purposes of the proposed Chesapeake and 
Ohio Cana] Parkway and in the Act of August 1, 1953 (67 Stat. 359), to 
grant easements for rights-of-way through, over or under lands along the line 
of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal is hereby continued and may hereafter be 
exercised by the Secretary of the Interior with respect to lands included in the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. The Secretary is 
authorized also to convey such Chesapeake and Ohio Canal lands within and 
in the vicinity of Cumberland, Maryland, which are not included in the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park in exchange for other 
land or interests therein of approximately equal value that are authorized by 
this Act to be acquired for the park. Notwithstanding section 1 (a) of the 
Act of May 29, 19380 (46 Stat. 482, 483), that portion of the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Memorial Park- 
way above Great Falls and Point of Rocks, in the State of Maryland, shall 
hereafter be part of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

(e) Any funds that may be available for purposes of administration of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal property above the Great Falls terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway may hereafter be used by the Secretary 
for the purposes of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

Seo. 2. (a) In accordance with the purposes of this Act and to facilitate 
access to and enjoyment by the public of the scenic and recreational values 
of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and the Potomac 
River Valley, there is hereby authorized to be established, without regard 
to the maximum acreage limitation prescribed in section 1 of this Act, a scenic 
parkway connection, by way of Town Hill Ridge and other suitable terrain, 
between Maryland Route 51 in the general vicinity of Paw Paw, West Virginia, 
and the existing Long Ridge Road near Woodmont, Maryland, such parkway 
connection to be a part of the aforesaid Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept on behalf of the 
United States, donations of land and interests in lands for purposes of the 
parkway provided for in section 2 (a) of this Act. The right-of-way for such 
parkway shall be of such width as to comprise not more than an average of 
one hundred acres per mile for its length. 
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Sec. 3. (a) Within five years after the approval of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall file with the National Archives a map showing the lands 
within the maximum authorized acreages prescribed in subsections 1 (a) and 
2 (b) of this Act which are to comprise the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park and Parkway, respectively: Provided, That the filing 
of such map shall not affect the authority of the Secretary subsequently to 
acquire in accordance with subsection 1 (b) and 2 (b) non-Federal lands 
within the boundaries of the park and parkway as depicted on said map. 
Such historical park and parkway shall be administered under the general 
laws and requirements governing areas of the National Park System in such 
manner as to preserve the historic, scenic and recreational values and features 
thereof. 

(b) The enactment of this Act shall not affect adversely any valid rights 
heretofore existing within the areas hereby established as the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeAaR Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 1145, to es- 
tablish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to pro- 
vide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the State of Mary- 
land, and for other purposes. 

We recommend the enactment of H. R. 1145 with minor amendments thereto 
for purposes of clarification. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, built during the American canal-building era, 
illustrates one of the most significant phases in the development of our national 
communication system that has served to bind the Nation together. The canal 
played an important role in our country’s early westward expansion. It made 
the vast resources of the Potomac River Valley and the trans-Allegheny region 
more accessible to tidewater and the eastern markets. 

Establishment and preservation of canal property, as a national historical 
park, is in the public interest. Many of the historical canal structures of the 
eanal-river era are no longer in existence. Others are rapidly deteriorating, 
however, those that remain are symbolic of an era of progress in our Nation’s 
history. These and the outstanding scenic and inspirational values of the pro- 
posed park should be preserved for the public benefit and enjoyment. In addi- 
tion, substantial economical benefits will accrue to the immediate region affected 
by this park. 

Various proposals have been considered in recent years for public use and 
administration of this historic and scenic canal property. We have studied 
these proposals and have considered them in cooperation with the State of 
Maryland in order to reach a solution that will permit the preservation and 
use of the canal property for both recreational and historical purposes. We be- 
lieve this should be accomplished in a manner that will permit appropriate 
recreational and other uses of adjoining land along the canal property and the 
Potomac River. Our surveys of the canal property lead us to the conclusion 
that the major portion of this property, that portion extending between the 
Great Falls terminus of the George Washington Memorial Parkway to the vicin- 
ity of Cumberland, Md., should be established as a public park area. 

In our opinion, this proposed legislation contains the necessary flexibility to 
provide harmoniously for the various types of land use in the general area that 
would be affected by establishment of the proposed park. 

The following amendments are recommended for purposes of clarification: 

(1) On page 1, line 8, change the word “contained” to read “containing”. 

(2) Page 3, revise the language of lines 4 through 6 to read as follows: “way 
and in the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1953 (67 Stat. 359) is”. 

(3) Page 4, revise lines 10 through 15 to read “Section 1 of this Act, a scenic 
parkway of approximately 25 miles, traversing generally Town Hill and other 
suitable terrain, from Maryland Route 51 in the general vicinity of Paw Paw, 
West Virginia, and extending to the existing Long Ridge Road near”. 
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As prescribed by the Act of July 25, 1956 (70 Stat. 652), which requires 
that certain reports of the executive branch to the Congress contain informa- 
tion pertaining to the number of civilian officers and employees required to 
earry out additional or expanded functions, we have prepared and enclose here- 
with a statement concerning these matters. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there would be no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for 
the first 5 years 





Estimated additional man-years of lst year | 2d year 3d year | 4th year 5th year 
civilian employment | | | 


Administrative services and support: | 











DANONE. oa abersiaassekasawases 1 |} 1 2 | 2 2 
Clerical and administrative aids__.___- 2 2 4 5 | 5 
RR ona nn nena eonee means 1 2 3 3 | 3 
cae eee Paar peat 4 5 | 9 10 | 10 
Substantive (program): | 
DupermewnctG. co. 8 ose 1 1} 1 | i | 1 
Chief ranger and rangers S56 skins 7 7 | 7 |} 7 | 7 
EIN acai esswtacgekstshionesvminsnoade 1 | 1 | 1 1 | 1 
Naturalist__...__.- SaGktecke 1 1 1 1 | 1 
Stenographic and clerical............-- 2 2 2 2 | 2 
Engineer seas 2 3 7} 9 9 
SS, Sa ee eee ee 1 | 2 2 2 2 
Landscape arc! ee et 3 3 6 s 8 
peeeeeeees GE 655 lcs cei etki schia 1 1 | 7 10 0 
Maintenance supervisor-......-.-.-.- 1 1 1 1 l 
Skilled tradesman 3 3 3 3 3 
Unskilled labor - 6 6 6 6 | 6 
Stenographic and cleric al 2 2 3 5 5 5 
ee — 31 34 49 56 55 
Total estimated additional man- | 
years of civilian employment-___-- 35 39 58 66 65 
Estimated additional expenditures: 
Personal services - ..- jiwhisneatecunie $175, 000 | $200, 000 $321, 000 $374, 000 | $367, 000 
All other Sisintebeliccodh haiti tl teldiaied in 495, 000 770, 000 1, 349, 000 2, 196, 000 > , 303, 000 
"otek: J. sce jtesdeeees. does 670, 000 970, 000 | 1,670,000 | 2,570, 000 , 670, 000 





Mrs. Prost. The first witness this morning will be Hon. DeWitt 
S. Hyde, Congressman from Maryland. We are happy to have you 
with us, Congressman Hyde. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DeWITT S. HYDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Hype. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, in 
behalf of the people of Maryland, may I first take this opportunity 
to thank you most sincerely for arranging for hearings on this im- 
portant bill. 

The bill before the committee, S. 77, provides for what I like to call 
a& poor man’s national park. It will create, in this crowded area of 
the United States, one of the most needed and worthwhile recre- 
ational projects in the country and at the same time preserve so much 
that is of great historical value. 

The bill creates the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Histori- 
cal Park along the Potomac River from the terminus of the George 
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Washington Memorial Parkway above Great Falls to a point in or 
near the city of Cumberland, Md. 

The Federal Government now owns the C. & O. Canal property 
extending the same distance, and comprising 4,800 acres. The bill 
provides for the acquisition of 10,200 additional acres and the con- 
struction of a scenic parkway of about 25 miles over Town Hill from 
Maryland Route 51 near Paw Paw, W. Va., to the existing Long 
Ridge near Woodmont, Md., which will be part of the park. 

There will be no road along the canal. 

I have called this the poor man’s national park because it will prob- 
ably be the only extensive national park in the United States that 
several million people can reach without planning a long trip and with 
little or no expense. It will be within a short bus or streetcar ride 
for about 2 million people; indeed, it can be entered by thousands 
with only a short walk. 

That such a recreational facility is needed is almost so obvious 
that it requires little explanation. The eastern part of the United 
States from Boston to Richmond is rapidly becoming one of the most 
crowded regions in the world. We can no longer afford to delay set- 
ting aside adequate green acres in this region for recreational and 
conservation purposes. 

If we do not do this now, we will earn only the contempt of future 
generations. I say now, because if we delay it may be too late or too 
expensive, or both. Civilizations have deteriorated or have been de- 
stroyed for neglect of this sort. 

For those that are acquainted with its background there is no doubt 
that the preservation of this area as a historical national park is 
worthwhile. The C. & O. Canal was one of the first great engineering 
achievements of our country, conceived and promoted by our first 
President. It follows the valley of the Potomac which was the gate- 
way tothe West for the early pioneers of our Nation. 

Many sites of historical interest and value lie in or near this area, 
such as Harpers Ferry, Fort Frederick, Fort Cumberland, Antietam 
Battlefield, and others. 

It is worth while from the standpoint of conservation and recre- 
ation. The bill provides for a program of wildlife propagation, 
wilderness conservation, and public recreation. This park will run 
through probably one of the most beautiful, least known, and least 
developed river valleys in the East. 

The establishment of this park has been endorsed by the Izaak Wal- 
ton League; several sportsmen’s clubs including Oldtown, Western 
Maryland, and Eckhard Square Circle; the Central Maryland AFL- 
CIO Council representing over 10,000 union members in Washington 
County; the Potomac Valley Conservation and Recreation Council; 
the National Parks Association; The Maryland Ornithological So- 
ciety; the American Legion; the mayors and councils of Cumberland, 
Williamsport, and Brunswick, and the chamber of commerce in Cum- 
berland; several C. & O. Canal associations and clubs; several garden 
clubs in the State of Maryland; the Potomac Fish and Game Club; the 
National Geographic Society ; several local and State newspapers, and 
many civic organizations. Representatives of the organizations will 
either submit testimony or statements in support of this bill. 
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Madam Chairman, may I say here parenthetically, it is my hope 
that these representatives of these organizations will submit statements 
to the committee and in the interest of time, because of the lateness 
of the session, will not exhaust the committee with too lengthy testi- 
mony. 

If these good people will submit these statements, I think the work 
of the committee can be expedited and we will be more likely to get 
action on this important legislation in this session. 

There is no doubt that this park will increase public interest in and 
support for suitable measures to reduce and eliminate pollution in the 
Potomac. This will, of course, greatly improve fishing for commercial 
and sporting purposes. Hunting in proper areas for this purpose in 
and near the river can be improved. Cooperation between Federal 
and State agencies setting aside suitable hunting areas, wildlife propa- 
gation areas, and other conservation measures can be a great boon 
to these sports in the Potomac Valley. 

In addition to the benefits I have recited, this project will be of in- 
estimable economic value to the Potomac River Basin area. This is 
readily apparent from the experience of communities in the vicinity of 
existing parks. 

Some questions may be raised about this park blocking access to 
the river for industry, agriculture, and municipalities. The Congress 
provided in Public Law 184 of the 83d Congress that the Secretary of 
the Interior be directed to grant easements and rights-of-way across 
this land for these purposes. 

I don’t believe the committee need be concerned with the question of 
dams on the river, and hence I will not dwell on that subject at length. 
The bill. S. 77, on page 5, lines 12 through 17, makes adequate provision 
for any such eventuality. Moreover, the problem in that event will be 
no different with or without the wlabiadananh of this area as a na- 
tional park. I believe the question of a dam is immaterial to the sub- 
ject matter of this bill. 

The money for the development of the proposed park and parkway 
would be provided by the Mission 66 program. The estimated 5-year 
acquisition and development costs of this park program will be about 
$8,330,000, itemized as follows: 


Ried aomuliition: 16,000 actetns 206 ka eee eee $1, 000, 000 
Developments : 
Major roads (parkway, away from canal) --.----- $4, 000, 000 
DERE TOES Se Boccieri eens _. 1,230,000 
EVGTIIUNE GEMEEIONy COG ie dade 2, 100, 000 
‘Total: develowanett -COtGian oncidcncaddecneiuadenesne 7, 330, 000 
Estimated 5-year acquisition and development costs_____--__ 8, 330, 000 


Madam Chairman and gentlemen of this committee, I am sure that 
after all the evidence is in, your committee will agree with the mem- 
bers of the other body and unanimously approve this bill. 

There is just one more reference I should like to make, Mr. Chair- 
man, if I may. 

Mr. AspINatu (presiding). The Chairman might state with regard 
to that last statement, as a rule in this committee we do not accept 
unanimously what the other body does. We reserve to ourselves the 


right to make our own determination, and my colleague well knows 
that. 
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Mr. Hyver. I understand that. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply said that in my opinion after your com- 
mittee has heard all this evidence you will agree with them. 

I would like to close, Mr. Chairman, and make reference to a state- 
ment submitted to the chairman of this subcommittee by the Board of 
Natural Resources of the State of Maryland. 

In that statement they make seven objections to this proposal. I 
would like to refer briefly to each one of those seven objections. 

Their first objection : 

A Federal park 165 miles long with an average of 220 yards would be ex- 
pensive to maintain and difficult to administer. 

That objection, it seems to me, answers itself because further on 
in their objections they suggest that they would like to develop it and 
administer it. So if it was too expensive for the Federal Government 
to develop it and administer it, it would certainly be too expensive 
for their board to develop it and administer it. 

Moreover, I think the facts speak for themselves. There would be 
no more difficulty administering this park here right at the back 
yard, so to speak, of the National Park Service than anywhere in 
the United States. 

Mr. AsprnauL. Such as the Blue Ridge Highway ? 

Mr. Hype. Yes. 

Their second objection is: 

The proposed park would require Maryland to surrender to Federal control 
nearly all of the northern shore and the bed of the Potomac River from Great 
Falls to Cumberland. This would place under Federal ownership a section of 
Maryland equivalent to half the area of the District of Columbia. 

The answer to that is that the Federal Government already owns 
the C. & O. Canal strip running from Washington to Cumberland, 
and the proposal here would simply make that area a national park 
instead of just a piece of land in Federal ownership, and would pro- 
vide for the acquisition of enough additional acres to make it a usable 
area as a park. 

In No. 3 they say: 

If the proposed park is established, the southern boundary of Maryland from 
Great Falis to Cumberland will be moved, for all practical purposes, from the 
southern shore of the Potomac River to an average distance of 40 rods from 
the northern shore. 

That just simply is not true. I think when the National Park 
Service representatives are here to testify you can get the truth with 
respect to that. The river will still be in Maryland ownership. The 
islands in the river are not part of this plan or program at all. So I 
just do not understand on what basis they make that objection. 

No.4: 


A narrow ribbon of Federal land along the northern shore of the Potomac 
River would allow Maryland citizens access to the river only on the sufferance 
of the Federal Government. 

I answered that by saying that in Public Law 184 of the 83d Con- 
eress the Congress provided access to the river. Moreover, new in- 
dustries have gone up re ea along the river with this property in 
Federal ownership—the Pe tomac Electric Power Co. in Montgomery 
County, and the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. in Allegany County. 
So that just is not a valid objection. 
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No. 5: 


The proposed park would constitute a curtain which would prohibit the norm: il 
development of homes, industries, and communities along the northern shore of 
the Potomac River. 

That, again, is answered by the fact that industries and normal 
cle .velopment have been going on right along the last few years with 
Federal ownership of this strip of the canal property. 

Then they say: 

The land along the north shore of the Potomac River now furnishes valuable 
recreation to hunters, fishermen, hikers, campers, and amateur and professional 
naturalists. The proposed park would prohibit hunting on about 17,000 acres of 
the finest and most productive game land in Maryland and would furnish no 
form of recreation which does not now exist in this area. 

Of course, the bill provides for wildlife propagation. The fact is 
that it cannot help but improve fishing on the Potomac because it 
would certainly encourage better conservation measures and better 
antipollution measures. 

So it seems to me the objection is more or less answered. 

No. 7 is that we do not want it done this way, we want it done our 
wee And that is about all that amounts to. 

, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate 

very ait your time, and urge favorable consideration of the bill 
S. 77. 
Mr. Asprnauu. May I ask this question, Mr. Hyde: If this area is 
shown to this committee to have several uses, would my colleague 
prohibit any other uses than the recreational use which this legisla- 
tion proposes ¢ 

Mr. Hypr. No. 

Mr. Aspinauy. In other words, if there are other uses there, such 
as have been suggested by some of the organizations and individuals 
who may presently oppose the legislation, then this legislation should 
provide that whatever jurisdiction the National Park Service has over 
this area should be with the understanding that these other uses are 
allowed to make their contribution also? 

_ Ilypr. I see no objection to that, except for this, Mr. Chairman: 

s I mentioned a moment ago, the 83d Congress passed a bill which 
directed the Secretary of the Interior to grant rights-of-way and 
asements across this property to industry, ‘agriculture, and munici- 
nidities Since the passage of that legislation new industries have 
gone up along the river. So there is nothing i in this legislation or in 
existing legislation which would prohibit the normal development 
along the river of industrial, municipal, and agricultural purposes. 

Mr. Asprna.u. Of course, that is provided that it is understood that 
that is the result of the legislation which is proposed. That is not the 
common understanding of national park areas. 

I do not know whether I understood you correctly or not. This area 
is NO more a poor man’s prospective place to enjoy himself than any 
of the rest of our national park areas, with the exception, as you say, 
that it is closer to some poor people ? 

Mr. Hype. That is the point I was making: It is closer to people, 
and people will not have to plan a long trip and need an automobile 


to get to it, or anything of that sort. That is the purpose of that char- 
acterization. 
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Mr. Asprnati. Would you be in favor of the National Park Service 
charging a small admittance fee ? 

Mr. Hype. I would not be in favor of any more of that than is now 
the general practice in the national park areas. 

Mr. Asrinatu. They do have it, as you know. 

Mr. Hype. Yes. 

Where it was proper, in accordance with the general policy for 
conducting our national parks, I see no objection to it. 

Mr. Asprnaut. I have a national park area close to where I live 
where they make those charges. 

The gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Piuuion. Is this canal separated from the river itself, Mr. 
Hyde, all the way along the right-of-way contemplated here? 

Mr. Hyver. Pretty much; yes. There are areas where it is close 
to the river, other areas where there is a pretty good distance between 
the canal and the river. 

Mr. Pri10Nn. Does the river itself become part of the canal so that 
the canal goes into the river instead of being all separate? 

Mr. Hype. As I recall, just for one short distance. For the most 
part, it is off away from the river. 

Mr. Pui0n. Is it contemplated this canal would be filled in at any 
time, or would it be left in its present physical shape? 

Mr. Hyone. It is contemplated that the canal in many parts of it will 
be filled in and developed for recreational purposes such as it is now. 
I do not know whether you have taken the National Park Service 
boat trip out at Georgetown here or not. 

I salah say to the gentleman from New York, if you did, you would 
see how they have maintained the canal and the water in the canal 
for recreational purposes in this area. It is contemplated that will 
be done for recreational purposes in many parts of the canal between 
Great Falls and Cumberland. 

There will be pictures submitted to the committee showing the 
nature of that kind of development. That will be done by other 
witnesses. 

Mr. Prux10Nn. I suppose it is contemplated also that, if an easement 
were given for, say, a sewage line into the river, in that way the Fed- 
eral Government could perhaps require that sewage be properly treated 
and might in that way help the pollution problem. 

Mr. Hyver. Of course, your local health agencies could do that. As 
a matter of fact, right now, although it has never been exercised, the 
Surgeon General of the United States has full authority to control] 
pollution of navigable streams. As I say, the Surgeon General has 
never exercised that authority, but it could be done either with or 
without this legislation. 

But certainly, the development of the area as a national park would 
concentrate public interest and increase public demand that the river 
be kept clean. 

Mr. Prxrr0n. Is the canal presently being used at all commercially ? 

Mr. Hyne. Not commercially, no; but for recreational purposes, yes. 
As I suggested to the gentleman, the National Park Service has done 
a great deal of work right here near Washington. 

Mr. Pruti0on. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from Wyoming. 
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Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to congratulate our 
colleague for a fine statement. I know he always takes an intense 
interest in matters affecting his district here, and that he has given 
full study to this. I have a couple of questions I would like to ask 
him. 

In the first place, is it the historic nature of the canal that makes 
this a matter of national interest to preserve as a national park ? 

Mr. Hype. Yes, that is one big thing. 

The canal, of course, as I say, was one of the first great engineering 
achievements of the United States and was conceived and promoted 
by George Washington. It did become a very important economic 
feature in the early development of our country. But also, this whole 
area along the river from here to Cumberland has other places of great 
historical interest. 

As I say, right across the river at one point is the famous little area 
at Harpers Ferry of Civil War fame. 

It was a route, of course, along which George Washington went with 
Braddock in the French and Indian Wars prior to the Revolution, 
and there are sites of historic interest in connection with the pre- 
Revolutionary War areas up there. 

Of course, there is the famous Civil War battlefield right adjacent 
to and running down to this area, Antietam battleground area. 

There is Fort Frederick and the remains of old Fort Cumberland 
up at the head of the area. It has many, many sites in it of great 
historical interest. 

The other great thing about it is, of course, that here is available at 
relatively small cost for this sort of thing an area which can be made 
into a great recreational area for the eastern part of the United States, 
right near the crowded population and where such recreational areas 
are sorely needed. 

Mr. Prixion. Is it contemplated this canal would be restored ? 

Mr. Hype. Great parts of it, yes. Not used commercially, though. 

Mr. Pitzi10N. I mean, used for boating. 

Mr. Hype. Yes. 

Mr. Prtuion. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Hyde, I will have to say to my colleague it was 
my pleasure to visit the city of Williamsport in his district and to 
attend a very fine dinner that the people held up there. I know of 
their great interest in this particular project. 

Coming from the West, however, we are concerned with multiple- 
use development of our resources, and there are some problems that 
I must resolve in my own mind regarding the multiple-use aspect of 
this great region. 

The some 4,000 acres to be taken, is this primarily in private owner- 
ship at the present time ? 

Mr. Hype. The 4,800 acres is now in public ownership, now owned 
by the Federal Government. The total prospective size of the park, 
including the plans for a parkway up above Hancock, Md., would be 
15,000 acres. That would mean the necessity for the acquisition of 
about 10,200 additional acres. 

Mr. Utiman. Will this include much in the way of farmland, or is 
it primarily woodland ? 
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Mr. Hype. No, because this park stretches over a length of 168 
miles, and the additional land will be needed to build this parkway 
over Townhill Mountain there above Hancock for a distance of about 
25 miles. About 2,500 acres at least for that. Then the rest of it will 
be needed for widening the canal area. 

Bear in mind at the present time the average width of it is only 60 
or 70 feet. So, to make an adequate park you are going to have to 
widen it, as has been suggested, to an average of around 220 to 250 feet. 

That, stretched out along 168 miles, you see, will mean the acquisition 
of land right down near the canal and land between the canal and the 
river in some areas where the canal is quite a ways back from the 
river. So there will be very little actual farmland that will be 
acquired under this proposal. 

Mr. Uttman. You feel there will be very little land taken off the 
tax rolls? 

Mr. Hyper. I think what land will be taken off the tax rolls will be of 
relatively low value because it is not being farmed at the present time. 
It is right down near the canal and near the river, you see. 

So I would think that what land would be taken‘off the tax rolls, 
relatively speaking, would be quite small for the number of acres 
involved. 

Mr. Uttman. You mentioned 160 miles? 

Mr. Hyper. 168 miles, roughly. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, this would put 168 miles of the Po- 
tomac River into the park and into a single-purpose use; is that right ? 

Mr. Hype. Well, bear in mind that at the present time you have 168 
miles in Federal ownership as far as length is concerned. You have 
got the Federal Government owning the canal now all the way from 
Washington to Cumberland. This proposal would merely widen that 
strip and provide for this about 2,500 acres for this scenic road over 
the hills there. So the nature of the Federal ownership as it affects 
the river would be just the same as it is now. 

Mr. Utixan. I will not question you further now, but I will be very 
anxious to listen to the Park Service when they get on the stand and 
we will probably be able to see some maps. 

Mr. Hyper. I am sure they will have full maps for the gentleman, and 
I thank the gentleman very much for taking the time to come up and 
visit us in Williamsport. The folks up there were very happy to 
have you and enjoyed your visit. 

Mr. Utiman. I want to tell you it was a very enjoyable occasion 
and the hospitality was fine. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsy]- 
rania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Hyde, there are several questions I have with 
regard to this bill that I think we should have answered for the purpose 
of clarification. 


First, the roadway that is proposed from Hancock to Cumber- 
Jand—— 

Mr. Hyoe. It would not go from Hancock to Cumberland. 

Mr. Sartor. In that general vicinity, is it not ? 

Mr. Hyor. Yes, it is just above Hancock. The Park Service, when 


they testify, will present the committee with a map showing exactly 
where that road is. 
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Mr. Saytor. It is my understanding that is to be some distance 
away from the canal, is it not ? 

Mr. Hype. Yes. It is not to go along the canal. It actually will 
go up over the hills and will be a sort of scenic overlook of the river 
valley in that area 

Mr. Saytor. That being the case, I am trying to figure out why it 
should be included in the national park. ‘That is the first question 
I am concerned with. 

Mr. Hyper. We feel it should be included in the national park be- 
cause it will make a very fine scenic road past one of the most scenic 
spots along the river. 


There was great controversy. The original proposal here was to 
put a road all along the canal quite a few years ago. That has been 
abandoned. But this proposal, it is felt, would be a very fine addi- 


tion to the historical park along the canal to have up here where the 
mountains really start, at least for a short area, a scenic road over- 
looking the gorge there, and one of the most beautiful parts of the 
Potomac River itself. 

Mr. Saytor. Will that area, which is roughly 2,500 acres, be con- 
tiguous to the canal? 

Mr. Hyper. The canal will be in sight. I have a map here which 
I could show the gentleman. You see, marked in green, how close 
that would be. It would be in the mountains overlooking the river 
valley right there | indicating }. 

Mr. Savior. Will the land between the parkway and the canal be- 
long to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Hyper. No; just enough land for the road itself. 

To be perfectly accurate about that, 1 might say we do not know 
yet. The bill provides for the acquisition of 10,200 additional acres, 
most of which will be for widening of the canal along its length, the 
canal proper. But the bill also provides for the working out with 
Maryland authorities and private individuals acquisition of such 
other land that might be useful for wildlife propagation and other 
purposes. What might develop along those lines depends upon what 
can be worked out between all of the authorities involved. 

Mr. Sartor. The only limitation on that you find in section 2, 
which says: 

The right-of-way for such parkway shall be of such width as to comprise not 
more than an average of one hundred acres per mile for its length. 

Mr. Hyper. That is the usual provision—— 

Mr. Savior. That is on page 4. 

Mr. Hype. That isthe usual provision for roadways. 

Mr. Saytor. The reason I ask that is that in handling park affairs 
we have found that what are frequently referred to as inholdings be- 
come the biggest headaches the Park Service has—that is, land in 
private ownership within the boundaries of parks. 

If the Park Service is to accept and develop this park and suddenly 
find that in the area of the scenic road which has been described we 
have a lot of private ownership, we may end up with a number of un- 
sightly structures that will detract from the scenic value rather than 
add to it. 


30331—59 2 
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Mr. Hype. I think the provisions in the bill for acquisition of land 
and for working out a program with the State and local officials are 
adequate for the Park Service to protect itself against that eventuality. 

Mr. Sartor. The next thing I am concerned about, Mr. Hyde, is 
the proviso in your bill which begins on page 5, line 11, and goes 
through line 17. 

There has been at work in this country for many years, and par- 
ticularly since 1916, a group of people who are trying to find a prece- 
dent for the construction of navigation facilities, flood-control 
facilities, power dams, drainage facilities, every other sort, make, and 
description of so-called public use within a national park. 

Those organizations in this country which are dedicated to preserv- 
ing our national park system have been successful in preventing any 
such invasion. 

Now, the language that is contained on page 5, lines 11 to 17, I am 
afraid might be the invitation for somebody to use it as a precedent 
for the invasion of national parks for these facilities. What is your 
interpretation of the language contained in those seven lines? 

Mr. Hype. May I say first to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
that that provision was not in the original legislation on this subject 
that was introduced. That came into it in the Senate by way of an 
amendment. It was placed in there at the insistence of the Army 
engineers and other people who felt that, if it should be found neces- 
sary to put a dam on the river for water storage or hydroelectric 
power purposes, they wanted to make sure that this legislation would 
not stop it. 

So to make sure that this legislation would not in and of itself act 
as a barrier if all authorities involved finally felt it was necessary to 
have such a dam, then this provision in the bill would leave that ques- 
tion open. They felt that the bill without that provision would act 
as a block to any future decision on that subject, whereas, with this 
provision in it, it leaves that question open. That is the reason for 
that language. 

Of course, if the gentleman from Pennsylvania wants my personal 
point of view on it, I do not think that that area lends itself to a high 
dam, Mr. Saylor, such as would be necessary for hydroelectric power 
purposes. It just is not the kind of area for that. You are not flood- 
ing some barren canyon somewhere. You would be flooding 40,000 
acres of the most valuable residential estate in the world, the value of 
which runs anywhere from one to three thousand dollars an acre, on 
which are buildings valued anywhere from fifty to one hundred thou- 
sand dollars apiece. So you really would have a condemnation prob- 
lem on your hands if you ever started doing that. 

As I said in my statement, I think before the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania came in, in view of this provision in the bill which the gen- 
tleman has just referred to, I do not think the question of dam or no 
dam need to be debated in connection with this bill because that ques- 
tion is left open, you see. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I asked the question, I wanted to find out 
from you, as the author of the bill, whether or not you insisted that 
provision be in. 

Mr. Hype. I do not insist on it, but I am not going to oppose the 
provision. 








CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 15 


May I say again that it was not in the original legislation, but it 
was put in there to leave the whole question open so this bill would 
not act as a block to any future proposal. 

I might say, simply as a matter of straight sense on the subject, the 
problem will be no different with respect to a dam with or without 
the designation of this area as a national park. The problem will be 
exactly the same. So the question in this bill, whether or not this 
particular area should be designated as a historical park, really has 
nothing to do with the question of adam. So your problem is exactly 
the same. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Mr. Hyde. 

Mrs. Prost (presiding). The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anprerson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. Weaver. Madam Chairman, I would just like to say to the 
gentleman from Maryland that I am aware of his keen interest in 
the matter because of his contact with me and visits about it, and I 
want to congratulate him for sponsoring and pushing forward this 
bill. 

Mr. Hype. I thank the gentleman very much. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. Couturier. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. I am sorry, Mr. Hyde, I was not here for all of your 
testimony. There are 1 or 2 questions I should like to ask. I am 
not sure whether they have been asked, and you will forgive me, I 
hope, if they have already been covered. 

There has been a great deal of talk about an inadequate supply of 
water for the city of Washington and the surrounding area as well 
as the pollution problem. Some people have expressed a fear that, if a 
park is established, perhaps it might preclude storage dams on the 
river which would be the source of providing an adequate future 
water supply for the area. 

Would you have any objection to the bill being amended to cover 
the inclusion of a dam or dams at such time as we need them for a 
water supply for the area / 

Mr. Hyper. May I answer the chairman this way: The provision in 
the bill to which the gentleman from Pennsylvania just referred was 
an amendment put in in the Senate just for that purpose. The pro- 
vision is on page 5, starting from line 11 to line 17. It was felt by 
the engineers and the water-supply people in Washington that that 
provision adequately protected them in the event it was found neces- 
sary in the future to put a water storage dam on the river. 

Mrs. Prost. It is my understanding that the Army engineers are 
at the present time making a survey of the area with regard to this, 
and it is only partially completed. Do you feel we should, in view 
of the survey, approximately one-third of the money having been 
spent on it, wait for the Army engineers to report? Or do you 
feel that we should look forward to passage of the bill before we 
receive their report? I understand it is supposed to be completed 
this fall. 

Mr. Hype. No. The Army engineers’ survey will not be completed 
until some time in the 1960’s. As a matter of fact, it was hoped to 
have it completed by 1961, but in view of the fact that I was unsuc- 
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cessful in getting $300,000 added to the appropriation bill just here 
a week or tw 0 ago, and we were able to get only $200,000 for that study 
this year, the Army engineers say the final results of their survey 
will be delayed several years past 1961. 

So, it will be at least, I would say, just making a rough guess, 5 or 
6 years at the present rate before that survey is completed. 

That answers the lady’s question with respect to the survey. 

Now, with respect to the park, as to whether or not we should delay 
until that survey is in, 1 would say emphatically that we should not, 
because, as I mentioned a moment ago, the question of a dam and the 
problems with relation thereto will be exactly the same with or with- 
out the establishment of this area as a national park. 

As a matter of fact, if you put a high dam up there you will have to 
acquire all this property that you would acquire with your national 
park program anyhow, and a great deal more. 

So I would say that there is really no purpose whatsoever for re- 
lating the 2 or delaying 1 for the other. 

Mrs. Prost. I believe this committee has been reluctant to infringe 
upon national park areas with storage dams built which will flood 
out an area after it has been acquired for park purposes, and I think 
it is one of the key points in this piece of legislation. 

Mr. Hypr. The other point I might make, I think it may very prob- 
ably become necessary for a dam at some point there for water- 
storage purposes. If that should become necessary, Madam Chair- 
man—and I s say there is that probability—it would not affect a large 
proportion of this park. Asa matter of fact, a very small proportion. 
It could be used as a part of the recreation development. 

So I do not see any reason why we should delay this because of 
the delay in the survey. Moreover, as I say, it will be quite a few 
years now before that survey is in, evidently. 

Mrs. Prosr. In reading the committee report on the Washington 
metropolitan problem with regard to the water supply, it is stated 
that it may be necessary to take water from the Potomac in more than 
one or even more than a couple of places, and that storage dams are 
considered to be quite vital to the population expansion of the area. 

Therefore, I think we must make sure the legislation before us takes 
care of future generations. If the bill is passed, I think we must make 
it unmistakably clear that there would be no withholding of river 
development as future demands require it simply because this com- 
mittee saw fit to establish a park. I am confident most members of 
the committee are fully aware of the great need for an adequate do- 
mestic and industrial water supply and are also cognizant of the seri- 
ous stream pollution problem we have confronting us in this area. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hype. I appreciate the chairman’s point of view. As I say, 
the authorities involved felt that was adequately taken care of with 
the amendment which they recommended and which was put in in the 
Senate. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there further questions of the Congressman ? 

Again thank you very much, Congressman Hyde, for a very com- 
prehensive statement and for clarifying many questions the com- 
mittee members had. 

Mr. Hype. Thank you. 
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Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Mr. Conrad L. Wirth, Director of 
the National Park Service. Mr. Harrison and Mr. Thompson, I be- 
lieve you are both scheduled to appear with Director Wirth. 

I would like to state that under previous plans we had hoped to 
conclude Mr. Wirth’s testimony at 11 o’clock, and if we could ad- 
here to that as nearly as possible we would appreciate it, and the 
members of the committee could then reserve their questioning for 
Mr. Wirth until a later time. We have him right here in town where 
we can call him back. I do feel it is necessary for him to give us the 
overall picture of the park in as brief a time as possible. Then we 
want to move on to the out-of-town witnesses so that they will not have 
to come back again tomorrow, if possible. 

Will you please proceed, Mr. Wirth. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK E. HARRISON, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE; AND 
B. H. THOMPSON, CHIEF OF DIVISION OF RECREATION RESOURCE 


PLANNING, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Wirrn. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in 
1938, the Federal Government purchased the Chesapeake & Ohio 
Canal property with funds allocated to the National Park Service by 
the Federal Emergency Administrator of Public Works. The au- 
thority for the purchase of the property is found in sections 202 and 
203a of the National Industrial Recovery Act (48 Stat. 201, 202). 

Over a period of years the State of Maryland and the Federal Gov- 
ernment have been trying to work out suitable measures for the preser- 

vation of the old C hesape: ake & Ohio Canal and for obtaining appro- 
priate recreation use of adjoining lands on the canal and Potomac 
River. 

A joint study was made by the National Park Service and the 
Bureau of Public Roads in 1950 to determine the possibilities for the 
construction of a parkway along the general route of the Chesapeake 
& Ohio Canal between Great Falls and Cumberland, Md. 

The recommendations resulting from this joint reconnaissance sur- 
vey were published as House Document No. 687 of the 81st Congress, 
2d session. 

Widespread discussion of the parkway proposal followed this study, 
in the course of which it became apparent that construction of a park- 
way road on the canal property could not be accomplished without 
substantial destruction of the old canal’s scenic and historic values. 

There was considerable doubt, too, as to whether construction of 
such a parkway would be feasible at some points between the bluffs 
and the river because of limitations and restrictions already imposed 
by railroads, highways, and other developments. 

The National Park Service made further studies of various sug- 
gestions and proposals which led to our recommendation in 1956 
that a parkway not be constructed on the canal property but that it 


, 
} 


be preserved for its historic and recreation values. 
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As a result of these studies, the Secretary of the Interior, in collab- 
oration with Senator Beall and Representative Hyde, proposed that 
legislative authority be sought— 

(1) To establish as a national historical park that part of the 
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal between the Great Falls terminus of 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway and some point in, 
or in the vicinity of, the city of Cumberland, Md.—approxi- 
mately 165 miles; and 

(2) To provide for the administration and maintenance of a 
scenic parkway, about 23 miles in length, between Maryland 
Route 51 and the existing Long Ridge Road, near Woodmont, 
Md. The proposed parkway would, for the most part, be located 
some 2 to 3 miles back from the Potomac River. 

This proposal was announced through the newspapers and received 
much favorable comment. 

After additional discussions with interested groups and individuals 
and after explaining the proposal in detail to the Maryland Board of 
Natural Resources in a meeting at Annapolis and a 2-day meeting 
and field inspection in the vicinity of the Maryland Green Ridge 
State Forest, identical bills were introduced by Senator Beall and 
Representative Hyde toward the end of the last session of the 84th 
Congress. The present bills, S. 77 and H. R. 1145, are essentially the 
same. 

These bills which are now before this committee, make provision 
for the preservation and modest development of the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal property for public enjoyment and for the construction 
of the proposed 23-mile parkway along the crest of the very scenic 
Town Hill Ridge, from which magnificent views may be had of the 
Potomac River Gorge and the surrounding country. Access to over- 
look points closer to the gorge could be provided, if they should prove 
desirable. 

Some 4,760 acres of the C. & O. Canal property are already in pub- 
lic ownership. ‘The bill would authorize the acquisition of approxi- 
mately 10,000 additional acres along the canal and the river for 
inclusion in the park. This total is less than one four-hundredths 
of the total area of Maryland. 

The total area of 15,000 acres which the bill would authorize for 
the park would average about 85 acres per mile. Of course, there 
will be portions of the park where more land will be required per mile 
and portions where less will be required. The ceiling limitation, 
however, will permit desirable flexibility in arriving at the best 
boundaries. There is authority in the bills to make land exchanges 
that would be beneficial to the park. 

The purpose of the park would be to preserve the historic structure 
and values of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and bordering lands and 
the scenic and recreation character of the canal and river settings. 

This should make possible the improvement of access roads, the 
development of parking areas, campgrounds, picnic areas, boating 
facilities, the restoration and preservation of the old historic struc- 
tures and their interpretation to the public and the rewatering of 
as much of the canal as it is practical and economically feasible to 
accomplish. 
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There has been some concern among sportsmen of western Maryland 
that the proposed park might cut them off from hunting areas along 
the Potomac River. Hunting would not be permitted within the pro- 

posed park and is not permitted on the canal property now. 

Nevertheless, S. 77 and H. R. 1145 contain provisions that will make 
it possible for the State and Federal Government cooperatively to 
select the lands that are most needed for the historical park and the 
lands that are most needed for hunting and game propagation pur- 
poses. 

The lands essential to hunting would not be included in the park. 
The large islands in the river, which reportedly are favored hunting 
places, hkewise, are not intended for inclusion in the park. 

Hunters would be allowed to cross park lands, under reasonable reg- 
ulations, to gain access to the river or to lands on either side of the 
park. 

Ample provision is made in the bills for the harmonious develop- 
ment of the park conservation program and the State’s wildlife propa- 
gation and hunting programs. The Secretary of the Interior, under 
the terms of the bills, may enter into a term leases, up to 50 years’ 
duration, with the State of Maryland, its political subdivisions and 
Federal agencies for the use of park hace for game propagation, 
wilderness conservation, public recreation, and rel: ted uses. 

S. 77, as amended and passed by the Senate, provides that designa- 
tion of lands for the park shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use 
for such works as the Congress may in the future authorize for the 

improvement and extension ‘of nav igation, for flood control, irrigation, 
drainage, development of hydroelectric power or for other pur poses. 

Under such language, establishment of the park would not consti- 
tute a barrier to projects of this nature which the Congress in the 
future may find desirable. 

I should like to emphasize that establishment of the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park would not interfere with access 
to the Potomac River or to the use of its water by municipalities, in- 
dustry, and agriculture. 

In ‘fact, the pending park bills specifically require that provisions 
of the act of August 1, 1953, which authorizes and directs the Secre- 
tary to grant perpetual easements or rights-of-way for such purposes, 
be continued in effect. 

We have been operating under this act for almost 5 years, and it 
has been working very satisfactorily, as many individuals, companies, 
and municipalities will attest. 

Representatives of the National Park Service have been, and will 
continue to be, available at any time for consultation, plan review or 
field discussions with individuals or representatives of municipalities 
and industries which might require planning assistance for the right- 
of-way privileges they are seeking to obtain. 

Recently, representatives of the National Park Service met with rep- 
resentatives of the Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission for 
a discussion of the basic objectives for the proposed park, suggested 
guidelines for land acquisition for the park and proposals that would 
further our related park operations and plans. 

I am attaching these statements for the record, as I believe they 
provide a sound basis for harmonizing the park, the State and local 
park and conservation programs and related private ventures. 
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We feel that numerous places along the canal and river, because 
of their outstanding potentialities for public recreation, should be 
utilized for appropriate recreational development, consistent with 
preservation of the canal’s historic and scenic values. Detailed plan- 
ning for such sites has not yet been done. 

It is expected, however, that generally, public-use sites will include 
picnicking and camping areas with safe drinking water and sanitary 
facilities, as a minimum requirement. At appropriate intervals, w here 
the park extends to the river, boat-access sites would be provided at 
the riverfront. 

Our Mission 66 program would provide some $7 million for the 
development of the park and parkway, the restoration of canal struc- 
tures, and such other developments as may be required. 

The proposed Chesapeake and Ohio C anal National Historical Park, 
traversing, as it does, the route of the Potomac River for some 165 
miles, presents, in my opinion, the finest possible kind of opportunity 
to preserve and interpret the story of the early development of this 
part of the country, the pushing westward of our frontier across the 
mountains, the many phases of our industrial and transportation 
progress, the great military engagements that took place in the basin, 
the peaceful development of villages and early rural life, to mention 
only a few of the historical phases. 

It presents also, I firmly believe, the best possible opportunity to 
preserve an extr aordin: arily scenic and valuable wild land recreation 
area close to our great centers of population. 

The proposal should economically benefit the people who reside in 
or near communities along the general route of the canal. When the 
park project becomes a reality it is to be expected that interest will 
be focused on the area and that visitation to it will materially increase. 

The additional stimulus that such an influx of visitors would give 
the economy of Maryland is difficult to calculate, but from the experi- 
ence of communities in the vicinity of existing parks, we know that 
this benefit would be substantial. 

Some of the historic canal structures that were in evidence during 
the canal river era are no longer in existence and many others are 

-apidly deteriorating, as a visit to the old canal will quickly disclose. 

The structures that remain are symbolic of an era of progress in 
our country’s history. As such, they are a part of our national herit- 
age and should be preserved. 

The canal and its towpath can become the finest scenic trail in the 
United States, giving access to all the related cultural and recreational 
values that characterize the Potomac River. 

(The three statements submitted with Mr. Wirth’s statement 
follow :) 


STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROPOSED CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL 
NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


To preserve the historic and scenic values associated with the canal through 
the repair and restoration of essential canal structures and through such land 
acquisitions as are necessary for the preservation of the scenic and historic 
setting of the canal. 

2. To increase the public use and enjoyment of the proposed park by rewater- 
ing segments of the canal, where feasible, to facilitate canoeing, fishing, winter 
sports, and other suitable recreation activities; by providing access and parking 
space, drinking water, and sanitary facilities; maintaining the towpath as a 
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naturalistic trail suitable for hiking and bicycling: providng campgrounds and 
picnic areas, boat facilities and services, museum exhibits and other interpretive 
devices to explain the story of the canal and the region it traverses. 

8. To assist the State of Maryland and political subdivisions thereof in their 
programs for the propagation of wildlife, wilderness conservation, and public 
recreation, which are related to the proposed park. Federal lands especially 
suited to these State and local programs would be made available for such pur- 
poses, to the extent consistent with the preservation and public use of the park, 
under long-term cooperative agreements or leases. 

4. To develop a scenic parkway, approximately 23 miles long, generally away 
from the canal, from State Route 51 to a State highway in the vicinity of the 
Woodmont Club. 

5. To encourage the establishment of overnight accommodations and other 
related visitor services outside the park. 

6. To promote public use of the area through the use of informational litera- 
ture and other mediums. 





STATEMENT OF RELATED PARK OPERATIONS AND PLANS 


1. In accordance with section 1 of the Beall-Hyde bills, the Secretary of the 
Interior will continue to grant perpetual easements or rights-of-way through, 
over, or under canal lands for industrial and other utilitarian purposes as au- 
thorized and directed in the act of August 1, 1958. 

2. Service regulations now permit hunters and others to cross canal lands, 
under reasonable regulations, for the purpose of gaining access to the Potomac 
River, islands in the river, and other hunting areas situated on either side of 
the park project. The Service would have no objection to such assurance being 
written into the pending bill. 

3. The Service would not object to the placing of offshore duck blinds 
adjacent to park property in accordance with State law except at areas of con- 
centratec Dublic use where public safety might be involved. We would have no 
objection to such assurance being written into the pending bill. 

4. Where park lands extend to the river, the Service would seek to provide 
boat access sites at appropriate intervals. 

5. The Service would seek to avoid the development of visitor use facilities 
that would conflict with use of areas that are of primary interest to hunters or 
are utilized for wildlife propagation. 





GUIDELINES FOR THE ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR THE PROPOSED CHESAPEAKE AND 
OuIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


1. To acquire only such lands as are essential to (a) the preservation and 
public enjoyment of the scenic, natural, and historic values of the canal and its 
visible, immediate environs; (0b) lands indicated by detailed planning to be 
required for public access, and for parking areas, for other public use sites such 
as campgrounds, picinic areas, boating facilities and services, and for access to 
the river where the river and canal are so close as to be visibly related recrea- 
tion resources—generally, not more than one-fourth mile apart; and (c) small 
areas of historic significance closely related to the active canal transportation 
era. 

2. Except where clearly essential for the preservation of park values or 
public use of the park, club properties would not be acquired for park purposes. 
If a club, by appropriate action, should express a desire for its property to be 
included in the park, the case would be considered on its merits. 

3. Lands for the parkway right-of-way, between Maryland State Highway 
51 and the vicinty of the Woodmont Club, will be selected in cooperation with 
the appropriate State agencies, according to the usual national parkway stand- 
ard of 100 acres per mile average. 

4. In the selection of lands of primary value for park purposes and of lands of 
primary value for hunting, the Service will do everything it reasonably and 
properly can to reach accord with the Maryland State hunting program so that 
land designation for the two programs may be worked out harmoniously and 
amicably. 

In accordance with the preceding statements of objectives and guides for 
land acquisition, the Service believes that it should be possible to reach amicable 
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agreement with the State of Maryland concerning lands that are to be included 
within the proposed park and lands that are not to be included within it be- 
cause of their value for public hunting grounds, agriculture, industry, or other 
important purposes. It is expected that islands in the Potomac River would 
not be included within the proposed park and would remain available for 
hunting, as heretofore. 

Mr. Wirt. Madam Chairman, I think perhaps I can clear up one 
or two things that came up in the discussion with the Congressman, 
and then I will be available for any questions you might care to ask. 

The historical park as outlined in the bill provides for not to ex- 
ceed 15,000 acres, and the parkway is a separate section of it, which 
would provide for approximately a 25-mile parkway connecting two 
sections of Maryland. Itisona very high bluff overlooking the river, 
one of the most beautiful sections of the river. 

In that case, that will cover another additional 100 acres, approxi- 
mately, to the mile, or approximately a thousand-foot right-of-way, 

say 2,500 acres. 

The bill provides the lands for this purpose shall be donated, and 
that the parkway will not be built until the lands are donated. That 
is a policy that was established by Congress in approving the Blue 
Ridge P arkway and the Natchez Trace Parkway and other parkways 
we administer. So we will not change that precedent Congress estab- 
lished a number of years ago. 

Another point I would like to make is that the C. & O. Canal from 
here to Cumberland was purchased by the United States in 1938. It 
is already a park. It is part of the National Capital Parks. The 
same principles of preservation and protection for the canal, approxi- 
mately 5,000 acres, do now exist, and a question of a dam on there 
would have the same category hatha this bill passed or not. We 
would have the same problem because it is already owned by Uncle 
Sam and is part of the national park system. 

As I interpret this addition by the Senate, it merely points out the 
fact, as already everybody knows, that Congress has the right to 
determine in the future whether they are going to build dams there 
or not, even though there may be a park there, and that holds true of 
any park in the system. That is where that point comes up and the 
reason it was put in and left open for determination at a later date. 

I feel I should make that clear because the main point is that it is a 
park now. 

This bill really puts it under separate administration and enlarges 
it in order to give it the full impact and full protection. 

I think that answers some of the points that came up in the other 
discussion. 

I will close my statement unless there are some questions, Madam 
Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Aspinall. 

My. Asprnauyi. At this time I have but one question, and that has 
to do with the authorization for expenditure of funds. As I read the 
bill, there is no direct authorization for any expenditure of the $8 
million plus. 

I just wondered if it is the position of the Department that you 
already have that authority. 
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Mr. Wirru. This is added to the park system. I mean, we are 
spending funds on it now for its development, and this just enlarges 
it and gives it a different title, which is authorization itself. At least, 
that is what I am told by the legal and fiscal people. 

Mr. Asprnauy. I think when you come back, after we hear the other 
witnesses, you had better have some statement from your Solicitor 
General to that effect, because you do not have it in this bill. 

Mr. Wirrn. All right, sir. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Sartor. One question at this time, Mr. Wirth. 

W here the park would not extend to the river, what control, if any, 
would be exercised by the Department ? 

Mr. Wrirru. None, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Not on those lands? 

Mr. Wirrn. Those lands would be under the present ownership and 
under such control as the State now exercises over them. 

I might say that the river and the islands of the river are also to be 
under State control for hunting, and so forth. 

I would like to point out ‘another thing about taking water for 
cities, and so forth. We have recently just granted a permit to the 
Suburban and Sanitary Commission to cross the present C. & O. Canal 
and go to the river where they are building a small intake dam to take 
water out for suburban Washington. I think there are 3 or 4 intakes 
within the regional area here now. Washington is taking water out 
of the river for that purpose. So we have no trouble on that at all. 

Mr. Sartor. Have you had any difficulties since 1938 with the 
State of Maryland in handling any of the affairs along the river as 
far as control of that area is concerned ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes; we have had some things that had to be worked 
out, Congressman Saylor, but I think they are all in pretty good 
shape now. 

We had to get the law in 1953 to grant them permanent easements 
across there to get water, and we had some misunderstandings from 
time to time on hunting, the people going across to hunt. But that 
has all been pretty well straightened out. At least, I think we are all 
in accord. But the difficulties have been minor and we have been able 
to work them out. 

I have here a letter from the Maryland Game and Inland Fish 
Commission, which is dated May 26, 1958, in which they indicate the 
lands they feel ought to be purchased to help in connection with the 
land management. I think we agree with them on it. It amounts 
to about 3,000 acres of the amount we are talking about. 

Then they ask certain questions which we had agreed on and asked 
us to confirm them. We have confirmed every one of those, which 
has to do with these particular problems. The fact that we have 
checked with them indicates relations will be satisfactory. 

It might be well to place this correspondence in the record to show 
those problems have been cleared up. That is looking toward the 
future. In other words, as this bill has been going through Congress, 
we have been working with the State of Maryland in trying to reach 
complete accord and agreement. 

Mrs. Prosr. You want them placed in the record ? 
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Mr. Wirth. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman, I would ask that the correspond- 
ence which the witness has just referred to be placed in the record 
at this point. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the unanimous-consent request. Is 
there objection ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Is it just two pages, Mr. Wirth ? 

Mr. Wirru. It is a 2-page letter from them, and a 2-page lette1 
in reply confirming. That is four pages all together. 

Mrs. Prost. Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The documents follow :) ° 

STATE OF MARYLAND, 
GAME AND INLAND FisH CoMMISSION, 
Baltimore, May 26, 1958. 
Ref.: L58—AI. 
Mr. E. T. Scoyen, 
Acting Director, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Scoyen: In compliance with your letter of April 23, 1958, we are 

enclosing herewith, maps of Montgomery, Frederick, Washington, and Allegany 


Counties which show proposed waterfowl areas that we feel rate high in 
acquisition priority. These areas are: 


Montgomery County: 
McKee-Beshers area, 1,542 acres, priority No. 1. 
Edwards Ferry area, 300 acres, priority No. 1. 
Frederick County: Tuscarora area, 450 acres, priority No. 1. 
Washington County: 
Williamsport area, 100 acres, priority No. 2. 
Big Pool area, 475 acres, priority No. 1. 
Poly Pond area, 25 acres, priority No. 2. 
Allegany County: Oldtown area, 55 acres, priority No. 1. 


These lists, however, do not preclude the fact that there are not many other 
sites adjacent to the C. & O. Canal which are desirable for wildlife management. 
It is our sincere hope that the investigation the Potomac Electric Power Co. 
is now performing in ascertaining the advisability of diverting water into the 
C. & O. Canal will be successful. ‘ 

We would appreciate it if you would verify the following points which we 
understand your Service is agreeable to: 

1. That the lands between the proposed C. & O. National Historical Park 
and the parkway would remain open to hunting under the applicable laws and 
regulations of the State of Maryland and would be available for wildlife man- 
agement as heretofore. (Reference: L58—AI, letter addressed to Daniel Poole 
and signed by Conrad Wirth.) 

2. That the lands between the C. & O. Canal and the Potomac River which 
are generally more than one-fourth mile wide would not be acquired as lands 
indicated by detailed planning to be required for public access. (Reference: 
1 (b) Guidelines submitted by Mr. Ben Thompson, February 25, 1958.) 

3. That the Park Service would restrict to the very minimum the acquisition 
of park and parkway lands which the State of Maryland considers of primary 
value for hunting. (Reference: Discussion between Messrs. Thompson and 
Vaughn, February 25, 1958.) 

4. That in addition to the present regulations which permit hunters to cross 
the C. & O. Canal Park, the Park Service would make arrangements to allow 
hunters using the parkway to park vehicles in designated parking areas and 
cross parkway lands for the purpose of hunting wildlife on lands adjacent to 
the parkway. (Reference: Discussion between Messrs. Thompson and Vaughn, 
February 25, 1958.) 

5. That hunters would be permitted to retrieve game wounded or killed out- 
side of park and parkway lands that fell or took refuge on said lands pro- 
vided permission were granted. (Reference: Discussion between Messrs 
Thompson and Vaughn.) 
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We appreciate your interest and cooperation in the wise use of our valuable 
wildlife resources. 
Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST A. VAUGHN, 
Director. 
By Matcoitm E. Kine, 
Public Relations Director. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1958. 
Mr. MALcoLm E. KING, 
Public Relations Director, Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission, 
Baltimore, Md. 


DeAaR Mr. Krne: Thank you for your letter of May 26 in which you provided 
us a listing of proposed waterfowl areas and the priorities assigned to their 
acquisition. We are sure this information will be of value when we undertake 
our boundary and planning studies for the park. 

We are in sympathy with your proposal that these areas be acquired and 
used for game propagation. If the pending Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Na- 
tional Historical Park bill is passed essentially in its present form, it would 
authorize the acquisition and long-term leasing of such lands for game propaga- 
tion. In that event, we would expect to acquire as much as possible of these 
designated lands for that purpose. 

Your letter asked that we verify your understandings on several points 
which had been the subject of earlier discussions or correspondence with your 
Commission or with other interested persons and groups. Our comments on 
each of these points follow: 

1. Land lying between the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park and the proposed parkway would continue to be available for hunt- 
ing or game propagation purposes as heretofore. These lands would remain 
in State or private ownership, as the case may be, and, therefore, would be 
subject to administration and control by the State of Maryland. 

2. In procuring lands for the proposed park we would expect to acquire only 
(a) lands essential to preservation of scenic, natural, and historic values of the 
canal and its visible immediate environs; (b) lands that are indicated by detailed 
planning to be required for public access and parking areas and for other public 
use sites such as campgrounds, picnic areas, boating facilities and services and 
for access to the river where the river and the canal are so close as to be visibly 
related recreation resources—generally not more than one-fourth mile apart; 
and (c) small areas of historical significance closely related to the active canal 
transportation area. These guidelines recognize, as we believe they should, that 
it may be necessary in some instances to go beyond the one-quarter mile standard 
to accommodate anticipated park needs. As a general rule however, we feel 
that this standard will enable the National Park Service to adequately fulfill the 
land acquisition requirements of the park. 

3. In areas considered by the State of Maryland to be primarily of value for 
hunting, this Service, in designating lands for the park or parkway expects to 
work out a mutually acceptable land use program with the State of Maryland. 
At such locations, we would be willing to limit the designation of park and park- 
way lands to the minimum area necessary to, and consistent with, preservation 
and public use of the park or parkway. Where questions arise as to the best use 
of certain lands (whether for park purposes or hunting), we propose to reach an 
amicable solution with you or representatives of your Commission on the ground. 
As previously stated, we plan to exclude islands in the Potomac River from the 
park, which means they would remain available for hunting. 

4. Hunters would be permitted to cross Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park lands, 
as they now cross canal property, to gain access to lands on either side of the park. 
We propose, upon establishment of the parkway, to recommend the issuance of 
regulations that will allow hunters—during the hunting seasons prescribed by 
the State of Maryland—to park vehicles in designated parking areas along the 
parkway and to cross parkway lands for the purpose of hunting on lands 
adjacent thereto. 

5. Hunters on property outside the park or parkway who fire on game that 
falls or otherwise takes refuge on park or parkway lands, will be permitted to 
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retrieve such game. We would expect hunters to use extreme caution when 
firing near park lands, especially in areas of concentrated public use. 

We trust these comments will be helpful to your Commission. We hope soon 
to be working with you toward the fulfillment of our mutual park and conserva- 
tion objectives. 

Sincerely yours, 
Conrap L. WirtH, Director. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mrs. Prosr. The zentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uniman. Madam Chairman, I have a series of questions, but 
due to time limitations I will not ask them now. Might I request, 
though, that when Mr. Wirth comes back I would very much like to 
have him present to us a large scale map showing the entire project, 
how much of the river will be affected, how much of the canal, where 
the proposed acquisition of lands will be, probably the status of these 
lands in development, and so on. 

Mr. WirtH. We will be very glad to do that, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. I think this is fundamental, and certainly will be very 
helpful to me. 

Mrs. Prost. I feel this is a very reasonable request and will help all 
the members of the committee. We will appreciate it, Mr. Wirth, if 
you will furnish us a large detailed map. 

If other members of the committee will bear with us and reserve 
their questions until the committee finds time at another meeting, we 
will have Mr. Wirth back for interrogation with an adequate map, 
and he may be able to supply at that time the information the gentle- 
man from Colorado wishes also. 

Mr. Wirrrn. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. Our next witness is Judge George Henderson, repre- 
senting the Oldtown Sportsmen’s Club, of Oldtown, Md. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE HENDERSON, OLDTOWN, MD. 


Mr. HEnpeErsoN. I am appearing before your committee in support 
of S. 77 and H. R. 1145 which are companion bills to establish the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, et cetera. 

I am not at present holding any official position. My interest is 
simply that of an elderly man who would like to see preserved for 
future generations a chance to enjoy the scenic beauty of the Potomac 
River and the C. & O. Canal. 

One of my grandfathers came to Cumberland as a civil engineer 
helping to build the canal. I have in times past boated and skated 
on the canal, and fished and swam in it. In 1905 in a canoe I traveled 
from Cumberland to Washington, using both the canal and the river. 

In recent years I have been an interested spectator at the fishing 
rodeo held annually at Oldtown, when hundreds of children are given 
an outing, and shown how to fish in Battie Nixon pool at Oldtown, 
and at that time there are special arrangements made for the crippled 
children so that they, too, may do some fishing, One of the sponsors 
of this fishing rodeo is the Oldtown Sportsmen’ s Club, which is also 
very much in favor of the canal park. 

I was not in favor of the original plan to convert the canal bed 
into a water-level route between Cumberland and Washington. That 
would have spoiled too much of the Potomac Valley and we would 
have had simply another speedway. 
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But the present plan has much to commend it. Under it those who 
enjoy getting back to nature, and who love wildlife, will have oppor- 
tunities to do so under favorable conditions. 

The Potomac is being relieved of much of the pollution that now 
exists—and I am sorry ‘to admit that until recently Cumberland was 
a great offender. It can be made a splendid place for fishing or for 
swimming. And, as has been done at Oldtown, stretches of the canal 
can be restored, filled with fresh water from nearby streams, and made 
available for fishing and swimming. 

I might add that nearly all the opposition to the present plan for an 
historical park has disappeared. It was due to a misunderstanding of 
what was proposed. 

While I am not holding any official position at present, I have only 
recently retired as chief judge of the fourth judicial circuit, which 
includes Allegany and Washington Counties, which are 2 of the 4 
counties through which the ‘anal runs. I have been mayor of Cum- 
berland and a ‘commander in Maryland of the American Legion, 

I would like to add that Mrs. Henderson is with me. She is presi- 
dent of one of the largest garden clubs in the State, and one that is 
enthusiastically bac king the: park, 

I would like to say, C ongressman Pillion, that I have some photo- 
graphs which show what one club has done in the way of making one 
section of the canal usable. I think it shows very distinctly what can 
be done in a great many places along the line of the canal. 

The canal, as you know, had to be abandoned after the 1924 flood. 
It has never been used since as a canal. 

I would like to show you these pictures. These pictures show the 
use of the canal at the rodeo site. 

I do not know of any real objections insofar as Allegany County is 
concerned to this. I feel that the citizens up there, ~ generally, are 

very much in favor of this. It will open the wild part of the county 
and enable people to get into it and make it usable, 

It is a little hard to describe to you gentlemen. The Potomac River 
as it is in Allegany County flows a snakelike course around the base 
of the hills, and they call them mountains, although the gentleman 
from Colorado will not agree to that, and those hills are wooded. They 
are, for the most part, along the river, of no value from a farming 
standpoint. But it will open all of that up. That is the purpose of the 
road in there, not to run through along the canal but to open the canal 
to make it usable, the parkway part. 

I do not wish to add anything further. I will be glad to attempt to 
answer any questions so far as Allegany County is concerned. 

Mrs, Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Mr. Henderson, sometimes this committee has a 
little difficulty in resolving some of the problems that come before us 
relative to these National Park Service areas. 

As I understand it, you state that the authorization that is provided 
for in this bill would open up an area in your county that is presently 
quite a wilderness. Is that correct? 

Mr. Henperson. No. I spoke of the road which will parallel for a 
certain distance the canal. It will be upland from the canal but will 
be an access road to enable people to get in over those mountains and 
then down to the canal. 
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Mr. Asprnaui. You know we have in this committee at the present 
time some legislation which would keep areas such as you describe 
situated in my district and some of the other places in the West in a 
condition of natural wilderness. There would not be any roads so that 
people could go in. Visitors would have to hike in and camp, and 
could not take any facilities in. They could not carve the landscape 
for aroadway. One could not even put some water resource facilities, 
such as reservoirs, in these areas because it would be necessary to open 
up a roadway to get the construction machinery and materials in. 

Mr. Henperson. This is not, as I understand it, a speedway. That 
was the original plan, a water-level route from Washington to Cumber- 
land. 

Mr. Asprnatni. I do not believe you understand what I am talking 
about. Iam not saying it is a spe eclwe ay or how you get there, but you 
vet there in a vehicle. They do not want to even have vehicles in 
some of the areas in the West. They just want to leave it for a wilder- 
ness area. 

You are perfectly willing to have your area opened up so that people 
can get into it with an automobile. Is that right ? 

Mr. Henperson. On the type of road that is planned, not a speed- 
way but a road which will parallel the canal. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I do not want them to kill each other off, as far as 
that is concerned. I just want to know whether you want them to get 
in there with an automobile or a buggy, or something like that. 

Mr. Henperson. Yes, I think on that part along there that is the 
proper way to handle the matter. 

Mr. Asprnauu. In other words, your position is, if we are going to 
have wildernesses, have them in the West where people cannot get 
into them except by hiking, or something like that. 

I am trying to rib you just a little ‘bit. Not so much you. Lam 
trying to get at some other people. 

The fact is I doubt very much if we want to have areas that only 
a few people can enjoy, and you want your area enjoyed by many 
people. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Henverson. That is correct. 

This park, as Congressman Hyde explained it, :vill be semiwild. 
It will not be the wilderness of the West, but will be semiwild. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is the same position that some of us in the West 
take. It is according to who is looking at whose area. 

Mr. Pittion. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes, I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Pitt1on. Am I to conclude now the gentleman is in agreement 
with the judge? 

Mr. Asprnauu. I think the judge and I are on more friendly terms 
than we were when I started questioning him. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Judge, I might say that I am very familiar with 
Allegany County in your great State. I have spent many days in 
that area. I am sorry that the time has come when we do not have 
enough land out there to have a wilderness area, and it is not what 
Mr. Aspinall would consider a wilderness area. It has not been con- 
sidered a wilderness area as in other parts of the country. 
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We have got some areas up in Pennsylvania that I would like to 
yut in a wilderness area and shut off the roads so you could only get in 
by walking. But that does not apply here. 

Judge, 1 congratulate you on your statement. 

Mrs. Prost. ‘The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. Judge, you have lived around this canal a long time, 
I take it, from your statement, and you were familiar with it when 
the canal was used commercially. Is that right? 

Mr. Henperson. I have lived there not too far from the canal, but 
I have seen a good deal of the canalboat use of the canal. Some of 
that. The canalboats used to be built in Cumberland that went down 
the river hauling coal. 

Mr. Uttman. Did you ever travel the canal when it was used ? 

Mr. Henverson. Yes, Il have. I made the canal trip from Cumber- 
land to Washington, mainly on the canal, partly on the river, working 
a boat part of the way. We got tired of paddling and put our canoe 
on a canalboat and went down driving mules. 

Mr. Uttman. To refresh my memory, what was the main use and 
purpose of the canal when it was in use? It connected what two 
waterways ? 

Mr. Henperson. Coal was transported by small railroad to Cum- 
berland. It was then loaded on the canalboats and taken down to 
Georgetown on the canalboats, That was the main use—coal. 

At one time in the early days I believe they transported grain, but 
the main use was coal. 

Mr. Uttman. Cumberland was the terminal point of the canal? 

Mr. Henpverson. Yes. It never went beyond Cumberland. At one 
time before the railroads, it was planned to carry it over the Alle- 
ghenies, but they never got to that, and the building of the B. & O. 
when completed to Cumberland took a great deal of value out of the 
canal, although it operated for many years. 

Mr. Utitman. There was no river connection at Cumberland then? 
It was just the terminal point of the canal? Or did it tie in with the 
river system there ? 

Mr. Henperson. Only so far as that the boats were originally loaded 
on the river at Cumberland, and then above the dam, and then put into 
the canal and taken on down. 

Mr. Utiman. There was no actual navigation on the river there, 
though; is that right ? 

Mr. Henperson. Except for a quarter of a mile, a half a mile. 

Mr. Uttman. Just a very short reach ? 

Mr. Henperson. Yes. 

Further down there is a place where there was no canal. The boats 
were towed for a stretch of, I think, 4 miles. But the gentleman from 
Washington County will tell you more about that above the dam where 
the boats ran on the river. 

Mr. Uttman. When was the canal built ? 

Mr. Henperson. It was completed to Cumberland in 1850. 

Mr. Utuman. In 1850? 

Mr. Henperson. Yes. 

Mr. Uteman. Was it used then from time to time until the flood in 
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Mr. Henverson. The flood of 1924 damaged it to such an extent 
it was not worth while to keep it up as a canal. So it was abandoned. 

Mr. Utiman. The fivod that contributed to the damage was on 
which river system ? 

Mr. Henverson. On the Potomac. 

Mr. Utitman. On the Potomac? 

Mr. Henverson. Yes. This whole canal is along the Potomac. 

Mr. Utiman. And the flood actually put the c: anal out of commis- 
sion, and since that time it has gotten into complete disrepair. Is it 
possible for boats to travel up the canal ? 

Mr. Henverson. Only on short stretches. I left photographs here 
which show you how in places, with very little expense, it can be filled 
with water again and used as a recreation area. 

Mr. Utitman. When it was originally built was it a water-level 
route or were there locks ? 

Mr. Henperson. A great many locks. For instance, at the Great 
Falls of the Potomac I think there were 16 locks in a very shot 
stretch. You see, they have to come down to the level again of the 
river. 

Mr. Uttman. Was the flood damage then primarily to the locks? 

Mr. Henverson. No. I do not know. I think where the bank had 
been washed out in certain places. But the canal had been gradu- 
ally dying because it could not compete with the railroads. Those 
boats only" moved at about 214 miles per hour, mulepower. 

Mr. Uttman. Then there was an original plan to convert it to a 
water-level passage / 

Mr. Henperson. Yes. At one time they were talking of putting 
a water-level throughway, using to a great extent the old canal bed, 
filling that in and using it asa throughw ay. 

Mr. Utiman. This would have involved road construction through 
higher terrain ? 

Mr. Henperson. Yes; it would. 

Mr. Utiman. It was thought feasible by somebody at one time? 

Mr. Henperson. I do not know why the plan was abandoned, but 
that was not so many years ago. 

Mr. Uriaan. That was to utilize it commercially ? 

Mr. Henperson. No; it was not. I think the plan was to prohibit 
trucking on that route. I might say this: 

When this plan of a throughway was originally proposed, it was 
then that Mr. Justice Douglas got together ‘his group and made his 
famous hike from Cumberland down the canal to W ashington. There 
was a good deal of publicity about it at that time. 

Mr. Unriman. But the whole plan for the water-level route was 
strictly for recreational purposes? 

Mr. Henperson. It was. In other words, it would have prohibited 
the commercial use by trucks on that throughway. That was all. 
It was simply to be a roadway along the canal. 

Mr. Uttman. And would the present proposal to restore the canal 
involve restoring locks so boats could go all the way through ? 

Mr. Henperson. I donot think so. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Utiman. In your opinion, it is just to restore parts of it? 

Mr. Henverson. It is just to restore parts of it; yes. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, it would not be possible for a boat 
under this restored plan to go all the way through ¢ 
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Mr. Henpverson. I do not think so. I would not say so. Iam not 
sure ofthat. I could not answer it from the park standpoint. 

One difficulty, if you have boats these days, people are used to speed- 
boats, and if you take a boat along that canal faster than 3 or 4 miles 
an hour, it washes the banks. 

Mr. Utiman. In your area you indicated your club did restore part 
of the canal ¢ 

Mr. Henverson. It is not my club, but they did. I think they have 
restored about a mile, certain sections there of about a mile or so. 
They have diverted a stream of water into it. That is used, as you 
will see, for fishing. It has been stopped. Once a year they hold a 
rodeo there for the kids, to try to get them in the habit of fishing. 

Mr. Uttman. Do they allow boats with motors in that portion of 
the canal ? 

Mr. Henverson. There are none there. It is just a short stretch. 
I do not think there are any boats there. That would be up to the 
United States Government, but I do not think there are any boats 
there except rowboats. 

Mr. Utiman. If the canal were restored, is it your idea that out- 
board motors and so on would be allowed on the canal ? 

Mr. Henverson. If you are speaking of my idea, I should say they 
certainly should not. 

Mr. Uttman. You would be opposed to it ? 

Mr. Henperson. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. I do not know what the plans of the Park Service 
are, but I am anxious to find out. 

As far as you are concerned, though, you would oppose any motor- 
ized boats ? 

Mr. Henverson. Yes. I think that would be inconsistent with the 
use to which the canal is put when restored, stocked with fish, and 
used for fishing and swimming. It is inconsistent with that use. 

Mr. Utitman. Do you find the fishing good in the restored canal? 
What sort of fishing will you have? 

Mr. Henperson. They have bluegills and some bass, catfish, pan- 
fish generally. 

Mr. Unxatan. The fishing is good, though, up there where you have 
restored it? 

Mr. Henperson. Very good. Of course, fishing is never as good as 
people want. 

Mr. Utiman. I never get as much fishing as I would like to get, 
either. Some day I would like to come up and visit that stretch of 
the canal. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. WEsTLAND. Can you tell me what changes basically there will 
be in the situation if this legislation passes as against what it is today ¢ 

Mr. Henverson. At the ‘present time nothing is being done by the 
Government to make it available. Very little is being done. In 
order to have this available as a real recreation area, it seems necessary 
for this bill to be passed so this may be used as a recreational area. 

Mr. WestLanp. You showed us these pictures of youngsters fishing. 
Is there much of that? 

Mr. Henperson. There are very few places where that has been 
done. That was a special place that was established under the 
auspices of one of the game wardens of the State of Maryland. 
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He got mainly the Sportsmen’s Club of Oldtown, and they fixe. 
that up, they cleared it up and dragged it themselves. That is the 
result. But there are very few places where that can be done. 

Mr. Westuianp. Is there any hunting in this area now? 

Mr. Henverson. I do not know that. I do not know whether the 
Government permits that or not. It is a long stretch, as you see. 
It is not an area, so to speak, it is more like a ribbon. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Prution. I see that we have a large number of witnesses here 
and I will refrain from asking any questions. I do wish to thank 
the witness for his valuable contribution to the hearing. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. Cour. No questions. I would just like to say that I am in 
accord with Judge Henderson’s apparent feeling regarding the ac- 
cessibility to this area by roads. At the same time, I share the logical 
concern of Congressman Aspinall in the extent to which this wilder- 
ness legislation will go, particularly since there appear to be groups 
supporting this legislation who likewise are supporting the wilderness 
legislation that is now pending. 

That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THomson. Madam Chairman, I would just like to ask this: 

You mentioned the recreational uses that can be made of this area, 
as I understood your answer to Congressman Ullman’s question. 
Do you feel that recreational use would largely be confined to the 
people in the immediate vicinity? Is that the type of recreational 
use you have in mind ? 

Mr. Henoverson. I think that is correct—from Washington, the 
stretch along there on both sides of the river, because Virginia and 
West Virginia are right across there. It is not too far from Penn- 
sylvania, and I think it could be used from there. But I do feel 
that probably the main use would be from the people in that vicinity. 

Mr. THomson. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. There are just 1 or 2 questions which I should like to 
ask you. 

ou probably heard me ask Congressman Hyde whether or not he 
would be opposed to a dam or dams flooding out part of the park area 
should it become necessary to provide storage for water and sewage 
disposal in the future. Do you have any objection to language in the 
bill providing for such dams? 

Mr. Henverson. Under the language, it seems to me, as he 
oe it can be done. 

o far as objection to that would be concerned, if a high dam is 
made you ne, have, just as you have in the TVA system, this 
huge amount of water which can be available for fishing and swim- 
ming, generally. Whether or not it will be a high dam or a great 
number of smaller dams is still to be decided by the engineers. 

Mrs. Prost. Would you object to a provision for dams being in- 
cluded should this committee see fit to pass this legislation? Would 
you be in favor of these dams being placed in the river as the need 
oceurs for them ? 
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Mr. Henperson. I think that the greater good of the greater num- 
ber would apply there. Certainly, it would be proper. 

Mrs. Prost. You certainly would have no objection to that being 
done then ? 

Mr. Henperson. No, no. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Jacob B. Berkson, House of Delegates, 
Annapolis, Md. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JACOB B. BERKSON, HAGERSTOWN, MD., REPRE- 
SENTING WILLIAMSPORT C. & 0. CANAL CLUB, INC., OF WIL- 
LIAMSPORT, MD. 


Mr. Berkson. Honorable chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Jacob B. Berkson. I reside at 1012 Oak Hill Avenue, 
Hagerstown, Md. Iam an attorney with offices at 74 West Washing- 
ington Street in said city. Iam completing my fourth year as a mem- 
ber of the Maryland Legislature representing the people of Washing- 
ton County. Iam also a member of the Legislative Sonnet of Mary- 
land. 

I am an ardent supporter of S. 77 and H. R. 1145, which are —— 
to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

The people of my county are well informed on this subject. In my 
county the matter has been debated long and well in public and in 
private, and especially in the press. The overwhelming majority of 
my fellow countians from all walks of life are in favor of this legisla- 
tion. We urge you to give S. 77 and H. R. 1145 your favorable con- 
sideration. 

Today I have been asked to speak on behalf of the Williamsport C. 
& O. Canal Club, Inc., of Williamsport, Md., a nonprofit corporation. 

Williamsport, Md., is a beautiful little town along the Potomac. 
It was once considered as the site for our Nation’s capital. Williams- 
port is just one of many sites in Washington County rich in history 
and her history is closely linked with the canal which lies between the 
town and the river. 

Last autumn a group of citizens of Williamsport learned of this leg- 
islation and organized a C. & O. Canal Club in order to assist the 
passage of these bills. The club held regular meetings, sponsored 
public meetings, invited and heard public officials and others speak 
both for and against this legislation. An essay contest was sponsored 
for schoolchildren. Through their efforts the interest of the public 
in Washington County was awakened. 

The club focused the attention of the community on the parties who 
not only opposed H. R. 1145 but who also concocted a brazen scheme 
which amounted to the destruction of the canal and a gigantic give- 
away of 70 percent of this public land for the benefit of a few. That 
scheme was defeated in the Maryland Legislature without a fight. 

The Maryland House of Delegates adopted House Resolution 34 
commending the club for its public service, a copy of which resolution 
is attached hereto as exhibit No. 28. 

Some of the club members circulated petitions in support of H. R. 
1145 and obtained signatures of many of our citizens. We would like 
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to submit these original petitions and signatures to you for your ex- 
amination and with your permission request that they be filed with 
the record. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, the petition will be placed in the 
file. Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Berkson. In addition to the petitions we wish to submit citi- 
zens’ statements signed by dozens of Washington County’s outstand- 
ing public-spirited leaders, including teachers, doctors, lawyers, busi- 
nessmen, members of the press, farmers, public officials and others. 
These statements approve the restoration and development of the 
C. & O. Canal lands and oppose the sale of this land to the State and 
private parties. We request that these statements be filed with the 
record. 

An excerpt from this statement states that— 

We believe this Potomac River Valley around the route of the historic C. & O. 


Canal land offers some of the finest possibilities anywhere in the Bast for inex- 
pensive outdoor recreation for the average man. 


Another excerpt: 

We believe that it should be a national park because it would be a recrea- 
tional area of national significance adjacent to the Nation’s capital. 

A further excerpt: 

We believe that national parks are an investment in the physical, mental, 
and spiritual well-being of Americans as individuals. They are a gainful invest- 
ment contributing to the economy of the Nation. 

Mrs. Prost, You have heard the request that the citizens’ state- 
ments be placed in the file. Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Berkson. We also have a voluminous file of newspaper clip- 
pings of news stories, features, photos, and letters to the editor con- 
cerning this legislation which appeared in local newspapers during 
the past 9 months. We will make them available for your examination 
but we-wish to retain them for our records. As you probably know, 
the Washington Post and Times Herald, the Washington Star, and 
the Baltimore Sun have all gone on record in favor of this legislation. 

The club was honored to be the host for the Fourth Annual Tow- 
path Walk and Reunion of the Justice Douglas hikers in May. Over 
250 persons from all walks of life representing dozens of organizations 
from a number of States attended the banquet at Williamsport. A 
copy of the program is attached hereto as exhibit No. 31. The en- 
thusiasm that developed for this legislation was tremendous. 

The club has acted as a clearinghouse for information to and from 
other groups interested in this project. We want to redirect some of 
the correspondence which the club received to you to let you know that 
these organizations representing a great cross section of the American 
people are interested in this project. It has a universal appeal. 

The original correspondence is here for your examination in the 
hands of our secretary, Mr. Adam Harsh. We would like to submit 
for inclusion in the record and to be considered as a part of this 
statement copies of the following items and correspondence: 

1. Thomas D’Alesandro, Jr., mayor of Baltimore. 

2. Windsor P. Booth, chief of news service, National Geographic 
Society. 
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3. Mayor and council of Williamsport, Md. 

4. Hagerstown Beagle Club. 

5. Mayor and Council of Brunswick, Md. 

6. Improved Order of Red Men, Boonsboro, Md. 

7. Lions Club of Paw Paw, W. Va. 

8. Mayor and council of Hancock, Md. 

9. Potomac Post No. 202, American Legion. 

10. Potomac Post No. 202, American Legion. 

11. Funkstown Rod and Gun Club. 

12. Young Adult Fellowship Sunday School Class of the Browns- 
ville Church. 

13. Mayor of Cumberland. 

14. Improved Order of Red Men, Tribe No. 84. 

5. Williamsport Volunteer Fire Co. 

16. IOOF Ruth Rebekah Lodge No. 5. 

17. Improved Order of Red Men, Hagerstown, Md. 
18. Mr. Justice William O. Douglas, United States Supreme Court. 
19. Seven Point Hosiery, Inc., Burlington, N. C. 
20. Brownsville-Gapland Ruritan Club. 

21. Big Pool-Indian Springs Ruritan Club. 

2. Aaron Lodge No. 33, IOOF. 

3. Boy Scout Troop 51, Sharpsburg, Md. 

4, National Geographic News Bulletin. 

). This Is the Issue. 

26. Citizens’ statement. 

27. Williamsport C. & O. Canal Club Resolution. 

28. House of Delegates Resolution No. 34. 

29. Letter to Delegate William G. Porter, Jr. 

30. Canal Club Bulletin No. 1, March 11, 1958. 

31. Banquet program of fourth annual Towpath Walk and Re- 
union. 

32. Photos of canal in winter and in summer. 

33. Letter to Potomac Fish and Game Club. 

34. AFL-CIO council endorses C. & O. Canal park. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing here. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, the balance of Mr. Berkson’s state- 
ment after page 2, which includes copies of letters and newspaper 
items, will be made a part of the file. Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Berkson. We also believe that one photograph is also worth a 
thousand words. Therefore, we have mounted several photographs 
showing the restored area of the canal down here near the George- 
town area and showing activities on it, which we would like to submit 
for your examination. 

The first one shows canoeing, the second shows picnicking, the third 
shows iceskating in winter, the fourth shows camping, the fifth shows 
fishing, the sixth shows a barge being pulled by the mules, and the 
seventh shows the Great Falls Tavern. 

Mrs. Prost. Would you like to submit this material for the files and 
pick it up at a later time so the committee might have the advantage of 
the photographs during this hearing? 

Mr. Berkson. I will be very happy to; yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 
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Mr. Berkson. I would now like to present Mr. Adam Harsh, 
councilman of Williamsport. 


STATEMENT OF ADAM J. HARSH, SECRETARY, WILLIAMSPORT 
C. & 0. CANAL CLUB, INC., WILLIAMSPORT, MD. 


Mr. Harsu. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, 
for the past 9 months, the subject of the development of the old 
C. & O. Canal property into national historical parks has been fore- 
most in the minds of a very high percentage of the people in my terri- 
tory of the country. 

I have lived in the C. & O. Canal community of Williamsport, Md., 
all my life, and can recall the beautiful canal property back in 1920 
and 1923 when the canal was in operation, and how this property was 
enjoyed by the masses of people as a recreational area, oll alee looked 
with much interest, the day when it will again be restored for use of 
the masses of people again as a recreational area which is much needed 
in our immediate community. 

Through this medium I would like to further introduce myself to 
you and your associates by stating that I have talked with individuals 
about this subject who are associated with the following organizations 
with me, and have shown much interest : 

The Williamsport mayor and council, of which I am a member; 
Williamsport Volunteer Fire Co., Inc.; Williamsport Ambulance 
Club; Independent Order of Odd Fellows; Improved Order of 
Knights of Pythias; Williamsport Lions Club; The Summer Play- 
ground Association; the Pennsylvania Railroad Family club—in all 
of which I hold an office, either president, secretary or treasurer. 

A very high percentage of the members of these organizations, and 
other organizations of which I am a member, or closely connected 
with, in my community ; namely—the Masonic Order, Improved Order 
of Red Men, the Potomac Post No. 202, the Potomac Fish and Game 
Club, join me in asking that you and your associates give the hearings 
and other meetings on H. R. 1145 much favorable decisions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Berkson. I would now like to present Mr. Howard E. Ankeney, 
of the Maryland Legislature. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD E. ANKENEY, CLEAR SPRING, MD., 
MEMBER, MARYLAND HOUSE OF DELEGATES 


Mr. AnKENEY. My name is Howard E. Ankeney. I reside and am 
engaged in business in Clear Spring, Washington County, Md. I am 
completing my 16th year as a member of the Maryland Legislature 
representing the people of Washington County. I am now serving as 
a member of the subcommittee of the legislative council studying the 
problems of the Potomac River. 

I was born near the Potomac River and the C. & O. Canal over 50 
years ago, and I have lived near it all my life. My grandparents 
worked on the canal in various capacities, including operation of canal 
boats, locks, and maintenance supervision. I well remember the canal 
when it was in operation. It was a beautiful waterway. 

For more than 30 years it has been lying unused. Yet it is still 
in very good shape and could be restored without too much expense. 
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It should be restored. It played a great role in the history of this 
Nation. Properly restored, it will be one of the finest national parks 
in the country. It will be something that all Americans will want to 
and should see. 

The overwhelming majority of the people of Washington County are 
in favor of this legislation. 

We hope that you will give H. R. 1145 your favorable consideration. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity of appearing before you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Brerxson. Now, Madam Chairman, I would like to present a 
statement from Ralph H. Donnelly, civil engineer, a resident of Han- 
cock, Md., president of the Hancock Rotary Club, and secretary of 
the Hancock C. & O. Canal Club. His wife is present. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, the statement will be placed in the 
record. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement of Mr. Donnelly follows :) 


JUNE 27, 1958. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am writing as a civil engineer; a resident of Hancock, Md.; 
president of the Hancock Rotary Club; and secretary of the Hancock C. & O. 
Canal Club. 

Hancock is located at the most northern point on the canal at the place where 
Mason and Dixon were concerned that their line might cross and recross the 
Potomac River and thus cut Maryland into two separated parts. The towns 
along the canal have been said to have turned their backs on the canal. This 
was certainly true of Hancock for many years. The only thing that kept the 
canal from being completely forgotten was the mosquitoes that bred there. To 
eontrol these, the town spent several hundred dollars a year for spraying. 

When the possibilities of the canal strip for recreation were brought to the 
publie’s attention by a group of energetic men, the people of Hancock were so 
used to the deplorable conditions along the canal that they had little hope that 
they would ever be corrected. 

Now, however, we have real hope and enthusiasm that the recent clearing of 
the towpath for hiking will be followed by further restoration of the canal and 
the provision of suitable areas for related recreational activities. We feel that 
this can be accomplished without preventing the future industrial growth of 
Washington County or curtailing the activities of the numerous people who enjoy 
hunting. 

We urge the favorable consideration by your committee of this bill and look 
for its early enactment into law. 

Very truly yours, 
Raten H. DONNELLY. 


Mr. Berkson. I would now like to present Mr. George Rash. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE RASH, NEWS REPORTER, 
HAGERSTOWN, MD. 


Mr. Rasu. Honorable Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George Rash. I live in Hagerstown, Md., at 1231 Glenwood 
Avenue. [ am employed as a news reporter by the Hagerstown 
Daily Mail. 

Since the introduction of legislation to establish the C. & O. Canal 
National Historic Park, I have observed the attitude of the public 
grow from apathy to enthusiasm and support as it became informed 
on the plans. 
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There has come to be an awareness that the 168-mile federally- 
owned strip of land on the northern shore of the Potomac represents 
one of the last hopes for a park, recreation area, wilderness refuge 
and sanctuary in a section of the Nation where a growing population 
may find itself lacking such facilities except for the foresight of the 
Congress. 

There is also an awareness that the C. & O. Canal strip, unen- 
croached upon from its original state, represents a national heritage 
and a monument to an era in the Nation’s history when canals were 
the chief arteries of commerce and transportation of immigrants be- 
fore the middle of the 19th century. 

The C. & O., earlier conceived by George Washington himself, was 
one of a number of such canals. The engineering and building of 
the waterway today would be a prodigious task. Looking bac k 125 
years at the hand-constructed ditch and aqueducts, it seems a miracle. 

The public realizes that in establishing the historic park along the 
Potomac, the Congress would be taking nothing from the public. 
‘eady owns it. 

The Congress and citizens, w ith an obligation to future generations 
fully as real and sacred as its obligation to its own, would be pro- 
viding a sanctuary of nature for all, a recreation spot for millions, a 
wilderness area and a monument preserved from an earlier age. 

Linking the past with the future, it would preserve a heritage that 
a Nation would be grateful for—just as the interest of millions in 
other national parks express that gratitude. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Berkson. Next I would like to present Mr. John Frye. 





STATEMENT OF JOHN FRYE, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR, RURITAN 
NATIONAL, MARYLAND DISTRICT, GAPLAND, MD. 


Mr. Frye. I wish to take this opportunity to inform you and your 
committee that I favor the passing of H. R. 1145, which will create 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park. There are 
many, many reasons for the establishing of this park, but I believe 
one of the most important is the much needed recreational facilities. 
in the affected area as well as the preserving of the scenery along the 
canal and the Potomac River. 

I also wish to inform the committee that the Maryland district of 
Ruritan has taken no stand as a district on this issue. Last year’s 
district governor, Frederick J. Siponen, and this year’s governor, 
Samuel E. Decker, have urged that each club, if interested, take an 
individual stand and inform the committee as to how they stand. 
This, I believe, has been done by several clubs who will make their 
stand known to the committee during the hearings. 

Mr. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Berkson. Madam Chairman, the following persons are not 
present and I would like to submit their statements for them: 

Senator Charles L. Downey of Washington County ; County Com- 
missioner Harry C. Snook; Mayor Miller of Williamsport, Md.; 
George W. Wolfe, a businessman of W illiamsport, Md., who also 
worked as a boatman on the canal. 
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Mrs. Prost. Without objection, these statements will be placed in 
the record. Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statements follows:) 


SENATE OF MARYLAND, 
Annapolis, Md., June 26, 1958. 
Mrs. GRAcIE B. PFost, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mrs. Prost: I would like to express my appreciation to you and the other 
members of your committee for scheduling the hearing on the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal Historical Park bill. 

I would like to endorse the ideas embodied in House bill 1145. I have been a 
resident of Washington County, Md., all my life, and I have seen the transition 
of the OC. & O. rights-of-way from a commercial waterway to its present state of 
deteroration and wilderness. 

It would be of great benefit to the State of Maryland and to the United States 
to have this lovely, scenic area developed into an historical park as it lends itself 
so naturally to such a development. 

Yours truly, 
CHARLES L. DowNeEY. 


HousE OF DELEGATES, 
Annapolis, Md., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. Mrs. GRACIE PFosT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Hon. Mrs. Prost: Pressing business matters will in all probability pre- 
vent me from attending the hearings, on the proposed C. & O. Canal National 
Parks bill, H. R. 1145, this coming Monday and Tuesday. I should like to go on 
record before your committee as being completely in accord with the establish- 
ment of a national historical park on the C. & O. Government property in the 
State of Maryland. 

I am firmly convinced that such a national park of this complete area would 
benefit not only our local citizenry, but others from other States all over the 
country. 

While serving in the house of delegates, I have had an opportunity to talk with 
a large number of people and find that a very high percentage are in favor of this 
movement, and join me in asking you and your associates to favor the passage 
of this bill. 

Your truly, 
WILLIAM G. PORTER, Jr., 
House of Delegates. 


THE CouNTY COMMISSIONERS OF WASHINGTON COUNTY, 
Hagerstown, Md., June 27, 1958. 
Mrs. GRACIE PFost, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR HONORABLE Mrs. Prost: I would indeed like to attend the hearings on 
bill H. R. 1145 scheduled for June 30 and July 1, but due to other business engage- 
ments, I cannot attend. Let me congratulate you and your associates for giving 
this bill your consideration so far. 

In my position as a Washington County commissioner for several years, I have 
had an opportunity to talk with a large number of people in this territory, and 
find that a very high percentage of the people are in favor of the full contents 
of the bill. 

Having lived in this territory, just a few miles from the C. & O. Canal property, 
and my family owned land adjoining the canal property, naturally, this subject 
is very close to me. The canal property has been worthless for over 30 years 
and I am deeply interested in having it restored into recreational areas. 
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As a county commissioner in this territory, I am in full accord with this bill, 
H. R. 1145, and would ask that you and your associates give this bill your full 
support. 

Yours truly, 
Harry C. SNoox, 
County Commissioner for Washington County. 


WILLIAMSPORT-ON-THE-POTOMAC, 
Williamsport, Md., June 27,1958. 
Mrs. GRACIE PFosT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSWOMAN Prost: It will be impossible for me to attend the 
hearings on bill H. R. 1145 which are scheduled for June 30 and July 1, 1958, which 
bill has to do with the development of the C. & O. Canal property into national 
historical parks. 

I am very much interested in the development of the C. & O. Canal property, 
which has been of no benefit to anyone in the past 30 years, and would like to give 
my full support to this bill. 

May I further state that the mayor and council of our town, which is located 
on the banks of the canal property, are fully in favor of this bill. Also I am 
associated with several other organizations in our community, that have large 
memberships, and are in favor of the passage of this bill. 

Will you and your associates kindly look upon the hearings of this bill with 
much favor, and may we have the C. & O. Canal property again restored. 

Yours truly, 
L. Beagp MILLER, Mayor. 


Wotrer’s “ON THE SQUARE,” 
Williamsport, Md., June 27, 1958. 
Mrs. GRACIE PFOST, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeAR HONORABLE Mrs. Prost: I will be unable to attend the hearings on bill 
H. R. 1145 scheduled for June 30 and July 1. However, I am very much in favor 
of the contents of this bill. 

For the past 5 years I have been deeply interested in the development of the 
C. & O. Canal property as a recreational area, and have lived near this canal 
for the past 64 years. In fact I worked as a boatsman on it. 

I feel that favorable action toward a park for the C. & O. Canal property 
would be most beneficial to our entire community, and my many friends join 
me in asking that you and your associates act in favor of this bill. 

Respectfully, 
G. W. WoLrFeE, Merchant. 


Mr. Berson. I would like to invite the attention of the committee 
to a publication of the National Park Service, The Chesapeake & Ohio 
Canal, in which is set forth a history of the canal and giving the 
distances and elevations, dimensions, the number of locks, and so 
forth, in detail, and very briefly gives you the story of the canal. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, it will be placed in the file. 

Mr. Berkson. I want to say that it has been a great honor to appear 
before this committee, and I thank you kindly for your consideration. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Berkson. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatt. I would take it that the gist of your statement is 
that there is a great deal of favorable interest in your area for this 
project ? 

Mr. Berkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you. 
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Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Savior. May L ask youthis, Mr. Berkson : 

Do you think that the sentiment in favor of this project that is evi- 
dent in Allegany County, Cumberland, Hancock, Hagerstown, is also 
reflected farther down the river as you come closer to Washington ? 

Mr. Berkson. I understand, sir, there is some opposition in Fred- 
erick County. I understand in Montgomery County the sentiment 
is overwhelmingly in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Washington, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. Westianp. I would merely like to comment, Mr. Berkson, that 
where a club has been in existence for about 6 months they have cer- 
tainly been busy in order to prepare all of this material and that sort 
of thing. How many members do you have? 

Mr. Berxson. I am told by our secretary that we have 450 members. 
This is a volunteer organization. These mimeographed copies of the 
statements and all were volunteer work, and there are no fees being 
paid to me or to any of the persons who are representing this organiza- 
tion. This is public service work. 

Mr. Werstianp. Were you organized for the purpose of furthering 
this legislation ? 

Mr. Bergson. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utitman. On page 27 of your statement I notice a resolution. 
Would you explain this to me? It apparently opposed a Maryland 
Senate Joint Resolution No. 8. Would you indicate to me what that 
resolution dealt with / 

Mr. Berkson. Senate Joint Resolution 8, introduced in the Mary- 
land Legislature, was defeated. It was defeated in committee. It, 
in effect, stated this: That the Federal Government should retain 
10 percent of the C. & O. Canal land in Washington County in the 
vicinity of Harpers Ferry, should sell to the State of Maryland the 
remaining 90 percent, but that the State of Maryland should purchase 
this at cost; that the State of Maryland should then retain 20 percent 
of these lands for recreational areas and other purposes and sell off 
the remaining 70 percent of this canal land to adjoining property 
owners. 

This was the main reason that the Wilhamsport C. & O. Canal Club 
was organized—to fight that resolution. 

This Williamsport club fought it in the press, on street corners, 
and so forth, because it would have amounted to the destruction of 
the continuity of the canal. It would have amounted to the sale or 
giveaway of 70 percent of this public land to those fortunate enough 
to be adjoining property owners or owners of property in the area. 

When these facts were brought to light in public meetings, PTA’s 
and to members of the legislature, there was only one person who 
appeared in the senate committee to discuss this resolution. There 

yas Just a handful of supporters of it in the county. 

Mr. Utitman. In other words, it was probably instigated in the 
first place by the landowners ? 

Mr. Berkson. By certain persons. Some of them were connected. 
Some of them, according to the land records, owned land adjoining the 
canal. Others do not. 
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Mr. Utiman. But what you are telling us is that it did not have 
widespread support and does not represent any major sentiment in 
your State? 

Mr. Berxson. Absolutely, sir. 

In our county, we have 1 State senator and 6 delegates to the legis- 
lature. Only one of the delegates ever went on record in favor of 
that proposition, and he was defeated in the primary of his own party 
last month. 

Our State senator and 4 of the 5 delegates all opposed that senate 
resolution, and all are on record in favor of H. R. 1145. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utitman. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I understand from the testimony that the delegate 
was defeated because of his opposition. Is that the reason he went 
down to defeat ? 

Mr. Berkson. I cannot say that is the only reason. I can say that 
was a major factor, in the opinion of many people. 

Mr. Asprnaty. It was an issue in the campaign ? 

Mr. Berkson. Yes, it was an issue in the campaign. 

Mr. Utitman. Was there a record vote, to your knowledge, in the 
committee on this resolution ? 

Mr. Berxson. That was in the senate, sir, and I do not know. I 
know it never came up on the floor for second reading. 

Mr. Utiman. Thank you. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Pitxion. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anpverson. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CuenoweTH. Was there considerable discussion of this issue 
in your area? 

Mr. Berkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. A great deal of interest ? 

Mr. Berxson. Yes, sir. 

The statement of Mr. George Rash, the news reporter, emphasized 
that; where he saw the public turn from apathy on this thing to very 
keen interest. 

Mr. CuHenoweTH. When was the drive started to put over this 
project ? 

Mr. Berkson. I believe it was in October, just before Thanksgiving, 
sir. 

A number of citizens in Williamsport learned of this legislation 
and they began to work for its passage. About that same time they 
learned of this other senate joint resolution which would be introduced 
in the Maryland Legislature to try to put the Maryland Legislature on 
record in opposition to H. R. 1145. 

Mr. CuHENowetu. Prior to October, had there been much interest 
in this type of project? Was there talk over the years, or what pre- 
cipitated the situation in October where you talk about all of this 
interest? Have you people been talking about it for a number of 
years / 

Mr. Berkson. Yes, they have been, but not to the extent that it has 
been since October or November. 
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Mr. CuenowetH. What happened in October which brought this 
about ? 

Mr. Berson. So far as I know, these gentlemen in Williamsport 
learned of the proposal to make a national park out of this area, and 
this area near Williamsport and Hancock and other places has been 
abandoned and fallen into disuse. It is a mosquito breeding ground 
and so forth. They saw an opportunity here to make a beautiful 
waterway and a very wonderful place for the people—all of the 
people. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Crenowern. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Asprvatt. You do not intend to leave the impression in this 
committee that they are asking the Federal Government to come in 
there to clean up the mosquitoes. That is not what you mean ? 

Mr. Berkson. Congressman, that, of course would be very bene- 
ficial to those people—— 

Mr. Asprnauu. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Berkson (continuing). Who are suffering from the mosquitos. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I have no doubt about that. 

Mr. Berkson. However, I did not come down here—that is not my 
primary purpose in coming down here. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. It is not the primary purpose of this legislation 
either. 

Mr. Berkson. No, sir. 

We believe this area has national significance. 

Mr. CuenowetH. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Collier. 

Mr. Couiter. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further committee questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Berkson. 

The next witness is Mrs. Rita W. Cherrington, Queenstown on 
the Eastern Shore, Md. 





STATEMENT OF RITA W. CHERRINGTON, QUEENSTOWN (ON THE 
EASTERN SHORE), MD. 


Mrs. Cuerrtneron. Madam Chairman and gentlemen, I am Rita 
W. Cherrington, owner of approximately 90 acres of beautiful woods 
and open park land lying between the C. & O. Canal and immedi- 
ately adjoming the Potomac Electric Power Co.’s new powerplant 
site, in favor of the passage of H. R. 1145. 

Because many of those who do not favor the passage of this bill 
are totally unaware of the true conditions of these lands and of the 
extremely dangerous happenings there, I wish to give this committee 
the following account of things that have actually happened to me. 

First. Attempted rape: 

I had taken 14 young teen-age girls, members of my 4-H Club, 
and some friends up to spend the day on my farm. We were about 
to cross the canal so that we could go swimming in the river, when 
suddenly three men appeared on the towpath and, by their gestures, 
giggling, and unfastening of their belts, succeeded in frightening 
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the girls into hysterics. I do not know whether it was the girls’ 
screams or the distant sounds of a tractor that scared the young men 
off—for suddenly they jumped down from the towpath and disap- 
peared. Needless to say, I have never taken any young girls up 
there since. 

Second. Attempted murder: 

My husband, a young man—a cousin of mine, good sized, who had 
been in the Marines in the Pacific—and I were strolling over this 
acreage one Sunday afternoon; they stopped to appraise some wal- 
nut trees and I strolled out into the open. 

Something made me turn toward the river side of my land and 
just after I turned a very heavy caliber bullet whizzed past my left ear. 

Somehow, I was so furious at being shot at on Sunday in Mary- 
land—where Sunday shooting is against the law, and even though he 
was still sighting his rifle at me—I started toward hin, calling out 
“What are you doing on this land ?” 

He called back, “What are you doing here?” I said, “I own this 
property.” And just then my family rushed out in the open and he 
took to his heels and disappeared. As he was armed, and it was 
growing dark, there was no use trying to catch up with him. 

At the time, because of an old apple orchard on the farm and be- 
cause of the remoteness of the spot, I thought that he might be running 
a still, but later, as there were a great many cattle thefts at that time, 
we concluded he was a cattle thief, as it is possible to wade across the 
river from my farm and it is particularly easy in a dry summer. 

Third. Excessively careless trappers: 

As [had been told that all riverbanks were public property in Mary- 
land, when I encountered trappers on my place.and when they said 
they had been coming all the way from Brunswick to trap and also 
to gather Christmas greens for years, I gave them permission to gather 
Christmas greens once a year but asked them when trapping to use 
one of the public rights-of-way, there is 1 at each lock, and the farm 
lies just between 2 locks. 

My thanks, when they finished trapping for the season, they just 
left their traps all set, with the result a small son of a friend and I 
both almost stepped into them—both were nice and rusty, of course. 

Fourth. Wanton hunters: 

As a cousin of mine said, “You could not see the ground for the 
used shells on this riverside land on the opening day of the hunting 
season.” This, despite no hunting and trespassing signs. It was 
the fact that they slaughtered everything in sight in season and out 
that made us determine to do everything we could to keep them out. 

Specifically, we saw a great big dead turtle; it must ees been a 
hundred years old. We wondered what had killed it and then saw 
a bullet hole. A few steps farther we saw an enormous owl that had 
been uselessly shot. 

I will detail my mostly unsuccessful efforts a little farther on. 

Fifth. Sadistic hard-drinking fishermen; who were also very ex- 
pensive thieves: 

There is a beautiful little stream which flows through a viaduct 
under the canal and into the river. This creek is wholly within my 
property, where it traversesit. It has been our pleasure to take young- 
sters up and let them wade in the viaduct. Also, as it serves for water- 
ing stock, it is a very valuable addition to the farm. 
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These men have, under the pretense that it helped fish spawn, regu- 
larly broken theix whiskey bottles in the creek. 

At first, they only broke them where they regularly ate their lunch, 
but gradually they have made it a habit to break them the whole 
length of the stream with the result that it is completely useless ; silt 
gradually covers the broken glass and the last time we tried to wade 
in it one youngster had his feet very badly cut. 

It is now impossible to water any stock in it as they not only might 
get their mouths badly cut but also their hooves, thus they have de- 
creased the value of my farm by thousands of dollars. 

And while shade trees are worth roughly a $100 per inch in diam- 
eter, they did not hesitate to cut down a very beautiful tree to make 
a bridge across the canal, while we have always been content to wade 
across the canal by stepping on strategically placed rocks. 

These men regularly park their cars on the roadside in from the 
farm and can easily be identified. 

My husband decided to do our best to at least protect the wildlife. 
We wanted to make it a wildlife refuge, and after many attempts I 
finally contacted the game warden and persuaded him to meet me at 
the place. 

I have mistakenly thought that game wardens were for the protec- 
tion of all wildlife. I learned to my sorrow that they are paid by the 
hunters and are only interested in promoting hunting, and when I 
told him that we wanted to make the place a refuge, he said we could 
only do so if it were absolutely sealed off and no one could put foot 
on it. 

I then suggested that we could at least make such a refuge of the 
riverside area; hence he told me that it could be done only for ducks 
and that even then I would have to make a pond within the area, this 
in spite of the puddles in the canal and the whole riverfront. 

He was only interested in trying to persuade me to continue keep- 
ing the place open to hunters, and when I told him that we were going 
to post the place he threw down upon the ground a nice empty ciga- 
rette package fully enclosed in plastic and left. 

I discovered to my sorrow that the wildlife organization which sells 
stamps all over the country to gullible bird lovers is principally only 
interested in promoting shootings, though their representative said 
their principal function was education, and he expressed himself as 
being sorry that he could not help me. 

An appeal to the police station brought forth the astonishing state- 
ment that as the cana] was Government property, neither the State or 
county could cross it and as the park police has power only over the 
canal—my riverside land was no policeman’s land and I was entitled 
to no protection. 

While at a later date, the chief of police expressed himself as sym- 
pathetic with our difficulties, he did not do the only thing that I 
asked of him—to put a sign on the two adjoining roads leading to the 

canal and so direct the trespassers from the land side of my farm. 

I once told Mrs. Werner, one of our county commissioners, about 
the conditions on the farm. She expressed herself as very shocked 
and said that something must be done, but, of course, nothing was. 

Finally, I asked Mr. Harry Thompson, now the head of our Na- 
tional Capital Parks. I asked him if he would accept the loan of this 
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land to the Government—unfortunately, I cannot afford to give it—or 
asked if he would lease it for a dollara year. He told me that, unfor- 
tunately, he could do neither, but he did establish a bimonthly, or 
maybe in the summer, oftener, patrol by his policemen, and I believe 
it has somewhat reduced the lawless element but it has in no way 
stopped the complete slaughter of everything living nor has it stopped 
the tremendous amount of trash and filth that my trespassers always 
leave behind them. 

Not only have I the best collection of rusty beer cans outside a pub- 
lic dump in this country, but I once visited my sadist friends’ special 
spot on Monday, and I can assure you that a self-respecting buzzard 
would not have alighted there. 

For a number of years, in fact, ever since I had my talk with the 
game warden, I have tried to keep my place posted. My signed sign 
reads: “Ladies and gentlemen will not and tramps may not trespass.” 
Also the regular “No Hunting,” et cetera, signs. 

While they regularly either tear the signs down or shoot them to 
pieces, all the regulars know that they have forced me to take this 
action. 

While I would not mind picnickers if they would take their trash 
home with them, I cannot in conscience invite them to visit the place, 
as I cannot be in any way responsible for their safety. 

It is a pity, because on this land is one of the most beautiful large 
first growth of trees I have ever seen. I was very uneasy when I read 
that two women had been lost on the canal recently and had to spend 
the night there. 

Also, the improvement of the canal above Seneca is going to bring 
many more visitors to my part of the canal and will greatly increase 
the dangers to women visitors. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mrs. Cherrington, you do not believe that you are 
going to get rid of all of these difficulties simply by making this a 
national park area? 

Mrs. Cuerrineron. It might help. 

Mr. Asprnati. What I am trying to say, you cannot police all of 
these areas and clean up such litter as you brought to our attention. 
I wish you could, but there has got to be a more fundamental ap- 
proach to these litterbugs than trying to have the United States 
Government and the State government police these kind of areas for 
that purpose. 

Mrs. Cuerrtncton. But I have been refused by the Maryland police 
any protection whatsoever. They stated that because of the canal 
going through my lands they had no authority to cross it, it was no- 
man’s land, and I was entitled to no police protection whatsoever. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Packard. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. PACKARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Packarp. Madam Chairman, I would like to submit my state- 
ment for the record. The clerk has copies of it. With it are two 
documents which I submit for the record, if they are appropriate. 
I submit the other two for the file. They are set out in the statement. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are you not going to be present tomorrow / 
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Mr. Packarp. I will be present, if you want me to; yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I should imagine. you would have some very important 
tesfimony which would be valuable to the committee. 

Mr. Packxarp. I will be here tomorrow; yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, the statement will be made a part 
of the record. 

(The statement of Mr. Packard follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FrED M,. PACKARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL PARKS 
ASSOCIATION 


I have been asked to represent the views of the National Parks Association and 
its allied national conservation organizations in support of H. R. 1145, which 
will establish the Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park from Seneca 
to Cumberland, Md. Many organizations have representatives here who will 
submit separate statements. Preservation of this property and its wise devel- 
opment by the National Park Service for the enjoyment of the people is a 
question of national concern, and other organizations across the country, such 
as the Sierra Club and the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, join us in 
urging this legislation be enacted. All of the people of every State have a respon- 
sibility for the administration of the Nation’s Capital and the resources in its 
environs. Of these, the C. & O. Canal is one of great value, unique in America. 

The concept that this waterway should be valued for its scenic and recreational 
potential, as well as a route of transport for commodities, dates back to the 
earliest planning, in 1820, when it was determined the canal should also be a 
parkway—this is, a way which is parklike in character, for the thought of 
vehicular parkways did not arise until the next century. Throughout the years 
barges carried produce down the canal, it was a place of pleasure for the people, 
a busy place where history was made, until the panic of 18738 brought a perma- 
nent decline in its economic activities. After navigation was suspended in 1924, 
emphasis shifted to the thought of restoring the canal as an historie site and 
scenic recreational area for the people. This led to acquisition of the right-of- 
way by the Federal Government in 1938. 

Until now, the National Park Service has not had the funds to undertake this 
restoration very far above Great Falls, although as Washington has grown the 
canal has been used by increasing numbers of people. In the early 1950's, demand 
arose that the canal right-of-way as a whole be used more actively, and a report 
published by this committee (H. Doc. No. 687, 8ist Cong., 2d sess.) discussed the 
feasibility of converting the canal itself into a motor highway. This suggestion 
not only proved unpopular with the people who knew and loved the canal, but 
more importantly it focused new attention on the character of the canal as it is 
and can be a beautiful natural area replete with history, so located as to serve 
a large population with recreation, inspiration, and refreshment. Justice Wil- 
liam O. Douglas, in company with representatives of a number of the organiza- 
tions here today, dramatized these values by hiking the entire length. Studies 
of the potentiality of the canal were made by outdoor experts, within and outside 
the Government, of which the Report on the Potomac Valley Recreation Project, 
presented by Mr. Anthony W. Smith, of the National Parks Association, Mr. 
Howard Zahniser, of the Wilderness Society, and others acting for the C. & O. 
Canal Committee, was among the most valuable. 

The conclusions reached by these studies were that the highest values present 
in the canal right-of-way and its immediate environs were the historic back- 
ground and structures, the natural scenic attributes, and the habitat of many 
forms of wildlife. The wisest use of the area was to perpetuate these values for 
the enjoyment of the people and to develop the property for those activities 
which would not impair or disturb its present character. It is this consideration 
which has led to the introduction of the legislation before this committee. Its 
prompt enactment is a matter of moment to the many people and organizations 
that have participated in this popular movement, who know the canal, and who 
want its benefits to be available to those who are to follow us. 

This proposal has been discussed thoroughly in the forum of public opinion. 
The clear and positive statements made by the National Park Service have dis- 
pelled many of the uncertainties formerly expressed, as other witnesses have 
demonstrated in their statements. If any question yet remains, it is the function 
of this committee to evaluate it, to arrive at the decision which will provide the 
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greatest benefits to the people as a whole, now and for the future. We are entirely 
confident in the wisdom of this committee, which has always supported the na- 
tional park program and protected the Nation’s most valuable natural and his- 
torical treasures against unwise exploitation. 


We have not believed it necessary to expound on the features of the canal 
which qualify it for inclusion in the national park system. Other witnesses have 
presented or will present testimony abundantly supporting our contention that 
it is outstandingly qualified. In order that the proceedings may be complete, 
we should like to submit for the record documents containing excellent descrip- 


tions of the area and the kind of recreational development that is contemplated 
there. 


First, from the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Report, House Document No. 687, 
81st Congress, 2d session, 1950, pages 8 to 14, describing the scenic character, 
historical values and recreational values of the canal property. 

Secondly, the text of the Potomac Valley recreation project, of April 10, 1953. 


Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Mrs. Shoemaker of the National 
Council of State Garden Clubs. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. C. D. SHOEMAKER, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE GARDEN CLUBS, INC. 


Mrs. SHormaker. Madam Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Mrs. Carl D. Shoemaker. As a member of the legisla- 
tive committee of the National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., I 
am appearing in support of legislation to establish the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

The National Council of State Garden Clubs is a nonprofit organ- 
ization whose membership of more than 350,000 men and women is 
distributed among 45 State affiliates, and the District of Columbia. 
Among the conservation interests of these federated clubs is that of 
“the preservation of special areas.” 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal area of the Potomac Valley presents 
a wonderful opportunity to: 

Preserve and interpret the colorful history of an early trade route 
designed to move men and goods westward in continental conquest. 
Here in this beautiful valley occurred notable events of the French 
and Indian Wars, as well as skirmishes and raids during the War 
Between the States. 

Through restoration of the canal and towpath and numerous out- 
standing engineering structures, in addition to sites and monuments, 
our people will have an opportunity to rediscover the exciting events 
that took place in a bygone era. 

Assure recreation values and opportunities almost too numerous and 
precious to mention. Of particular significance recreationwise is the 
fact that along the towpath the less hardy individual can find serenity 
in the out-of-doors according to his tastes and physical abilities. 

Indeed, it has been stated publicly by local and national officials 
that the people of this section will have to depend on the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal area as the only immediate region now available for a 
varied recreation use. 

Establish sanctuary in a largely unspoiled valley for a rich variety 
of native trees, shrubs, and plants and their compatible communities 
of birds and wildlife found from lowlands to mountains. 

Finally, and properly, a compelling motive for preserving special 
areas such as the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal is to give people the 
opportunity to fulfill their spiritual, cultural, and esthetic needs. 
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As a part of this statement for inclusion in the record is an attached 
resolution of the National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., 
adopted at its annual convention in Seattle, Wash., May 1958. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION ON THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL 


Whereas the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, paralleling the Potomac River for a 
distance of 186 miles, from Georgetown, D. C., to Cumberland, Md., stands as 
the only surviving example of the canal-building era and the first sustained 
drive to westward expansion by waterway ; and 

Whereas the old canal, its locks, tunnels, and viaducts represents an engineer- 
ing project of outstanding significance ; and 

Whereas the canal area, accessible the year around, is in a more natural 
and undisturbed condition than any other large valley in the densely populated 
East and stretching from the coastal plain to the Alleghenies, embraces char- 
acteristic forests, vegetation, birdlife, and wildlife ; and 

Whereas not least of its many attractions worthy of preservation is its 
wealth of wild flowers; and 

Whereas the canal and towpath provide not only recreation for the hiker, 
canoeist, cyclist, picnicker, fisherman, and others, but presents a natural and 
unique region for the study of botany, ornithology, geology, and related natural 
sciences : Be it therefore 

Resolwed, That the National Council of State Garden Clubs, in convention 
assembled in Seattle, Wash., May 1958, urges the enactment of legislation 
designed to preserve the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal as a national historic park 
in order to protect the historic, scenic, and natural recreation features for the 
enjoyment of all our people. 


Mrs. SHormaker. May I also say that Mrs. Benjamin A. Powell, 
who is listed as a proponent, is ae to appear either today or tomor- 
row because of a sudden bereavement in the family, and asked me to 
put the National Capital Garden Club League on record in favor of 
the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic 
Park. 

Thank you very much. I appreciate the opportunity. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Thomas W. Fisher of the Izaak Walton League. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS W. FISHER, REPRESENTING THE ROCK- 
VILLE (MD.) CHAPTER OF THE IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE 


Mr. FisHer. Madam Chairman, I am Thomas W. Fisher, and I 
reside at 5900 Crawford Drive, Rockville, Md. Asa lifelong resident 
of Montgomery County, I am personally familiar with the Potomac 
River Valley and the C. & O. Canal. 

For the purposes of this hearing, I am representing the Rockville 
Chapter of the Izaak Walton League of America as the chairman of its 
conservation committee. 

The Rockville Chapter of the Izaak Walton League of America 
recognizes the outdoor recreational values of the canal property, the 
Potomac River, and the surrounding lowlands on the Maryland shore. 

Certain stretches of the canal right-of-way, particularly near popu- 
lation centers, are important for fishing, boating, bird watching, 
hiking, cycling, and many other forms of healthful outdoor recreation. 

The river and adjacent non-Federal lands are important for many 
of these same pursuits as well as hunting with firearms, powerboating, 
and archery, which are forbidden on the canal lands. 
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The Rockville chapter has been interested in the possibility of the 
dedication of the canal right-of-way to a national historical park. At 
this point I wish to read for the record a copy of a resolution adopted 
by the Maryland division at its meeting September 23, 1956, and 
reaffirmed in principle at a subsequent meeting on June 22. 1958: 

Whereas the Potomac River and adjacent land on the eastern bank are Mary- 
land owned ; and 

Whereas the Potomac River and its shores are the principal outlet for water- 
fowl hunting in the central and western sections of the State; and 

Whereas the National Park Service has prohibited the use of firearms and 
bow and arrows on all land controlled by that agency in Maryland; and 

Whereas the National Park Service is seeking to acquire 10,000 additional 
acres of land along the C. & O. Canal and the Potomac River: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Maryland division of the Izaak Walton League of America 
recommends that any such bill introduced for that purpose direct the National 
Park Service to consult with interested Maryland State officials, including the 
Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission, on the areas of land that the 
latter agency desires to exempt from those lands selected and ultimately acquired 
for national park purposes. 

Perhaps I also should point out that the interest of the league in 
the Potomac River and the canal has led to the preservation of access 
to the river in a number of cases where private landowners moved to 
seal off long-established public thoroughfares to the river. 

Suffice it to say that the sportsmen of central and western Maryland 
recognize the Potomac River Valley as a major recreation ground and 
they will and do maintain a constant vigil to make sure that this 
public land will always be available for that purpose. 

There is little unposted area left in this section of Maryland for 
fishing and hunting, as well as the many other outdoor activities, and 
any action that would result in the termination of any of these major 
uses would be a severe blow to Maryland sportsmen. The closest 
public hunting grounds are on the Eastern Shore, many miles away. 

To my know ledge, most of the duck hunting done on'the western side 
of Chesapeake Bay is on private shooting grounds at a cost which is 
prohibitive to the average shooter. 

Much of the natural value of the Potomac Valley has been pro- 
tected and perpetuated by Federal ownership of the canal property. 

Sportsmen favor Federal ownership of the canal and generally tend 
to overlook the several instances which have arisen in the past con- 
cerning the rights of access to the Potomac River, to islands, and to 
other non-Federal lands along the shoreline for hunting purposes. 

Sportsmen throughout Maryland were apprehensive over the long- 
range effects of H. R. 1145 and S. 77. 

Should that proposal be brought forward without assurance of the 
right of access to river-bottom lands for traditional hunting privileges, 
I am sure that sportsmen would be forced to oppose the bill despite 
their kindly attitude toward the canal. 

We feel that this possibility could be averted by the inclusion in 
H. R. 1145 or in the committee report of sufficient language to carry 
out the intent of the understanding recently developed jointly by the 
Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission and the National Park 
Service. 

That agreement, we believe, is commendable in its scope. However, 
it leaves unanswered a question which has been of utmost concern to 
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sportsmen. That is, the use of river shoreline lands for the erection 
of temporary duck blinds for hunting purposes during the shooting 
season on migratory waterfowl. 

The committee should realize that many of the hundreds of duck 
shooters that recreate on the Potomac own no boats or islands and 
cannot afford to lease island shooting areas. 

It is believed that there are many stretches of river shoreline adja- 
cent to the more remote sections of the park project, and distant from 
the major planned access and general recreation areas, that can and 
should be used during the brief season on migratory waterfowl for 
hunting. 

It is inconceivable that there would be any significant reduction in 
the value of the park lands for other recreational purposes. 

From my own personal hunting experience along the river adjacent 
to the canal in lower Montgomery County, I can assure the committee 
that few persons other than hunters are encountered. That area, I 
should point out, is only a short distance from large population centers. 

The Rockville chapter sincerely believes that the Park Service and 
the Maryland Game Department can designate suitable areas where 
shoreline duck blinds can be erected, thus preserving a significant 
recreational opportunity for sportsmen. 

This request is not believed to be unfair. After all, sportsmen are 
losing the future use of many areas. They realize that a park proj- 
ect cannot be developed in a region of dense human habitation with- 
out requiring some adjustment in past uses and practices. But at the 
same time it is believed that no effort should be spared in taking full 
advantage of all opportunities that exist for the full development of 
recreation. 

We are vr that in its report on this proposal, the committee 
will charge the National Park Service with the responsibility of con- 
ferring with the M: iryland Game and Inland Fish Commission in 
order to select shoreline areas that should be designated for that 
pur pose. 

As conservation-minded citizens, we are appreciative of the efforts 
made by this committee in protecting the rights of sportsmen in other 
parts of the Nation. 

Our Rockville chapter consistently joins fellow conservationists in 
urging the wise use of natural resources in all sections of the country. 

I also should say that we have not been hesitant to recommend 
action to protect and preserve migratory waterfowl even though such 
action, if taken, would result in the termination of hunting oppor- 
tunity for our members. We treasure our wildlife as fully as we do 
the recreational opportunity they provide. 

We are hopeful that the committee will see fit to recognize the out- 
door values treasured by sportsmen in an area close to our Nation’s 
Capital. It is imperative that no opportunity be overlooked to pro- 
vide for all possible recreational uses of the shoreline lands along the 
Maryland side of the Potomac River. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 


‘The next witness is Mr. Morris. 











52 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS MORRIS, REPRESENTING THE 
CUMBERLAND (MD.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Morris. The Cumberland area is continually baffled at the 
attitude of certain groups in Washington County toward the proposed 
Chesapeake and Ohio National Park. The objections being made to- 
day are virtually the same that were made 2 years ago, and even 5 
years ago. 

It seems to us that none of the objections is tenable. On whatever 
grounds these groups object—whether it be the sportsmen, the in- 
dustrialists, or the outdoor groups—to us, there is now, and always 
has been, a ready answer. 

For example, the Washington County group continually argues that 
industrial expansion will be hampered if the park bill is passed. 

The fact of the matter is, as has been revealed in previous hear- 
ings, that the parkway bill provides for the granting of rights-of-way 
over, through, or under canal property to assure municipalities and 
industry the privilege of reasonable access to the Potomac River in 
the use of its waters. Thus, it cannot be successfully argued that the 
parkway is a deterrent to industrial expansion. 

Another argument, which has long since been refuted, is that the 
area will be closed to hunters. It is true that hunting will not be 
permitted in the park itself. For that matter, it is not even now 
allowed on the canal property. 

Nevertheless, provisions have been made to make it possible for the 
State and Federal Governments cooperatively to select the lands that 
are most needed for the historical park and the lands that are most 
needed for hunting of game and propagation purposes. 

Director Conrad Wirth of the National Park Service testified at a 
committee hearing on June 12, 1957, as follows: 

The lands essential to hunting would not be included in the park. The large 
islands in the river which are favored hunting places likewise are not scheduled 
for inclusion in the park. 

This, it would seem to any reasonably minded person, should put 
an end to the argument about hunting. 

Similarly, the arguments of the youth groups, the bird watchers 
and similar groups cannot stand close scrutiny. The fact is that in 
its present state the canal is not only unattractive to hikers and 
lovers of the out-of-doors but is virtually inaccessible and impassable, 

The canal in many places is difficult to traverse and, in fact, only 
the hardiest persons have the physical stamina to hike along the 
towpath. Vast stretches are choked with underbrush. In many 
places the canal is littered with refuse and infested with mosquitoes. 
It is an eyesore and a menace to health. 

It is certainly not attractive to tourists or hikers. If these groups 
really want to promote hiking and enjoyment of the outdoors, they 
should approve passage of the parkway bill. Without it, there is 
very little hope that the canal will ever be cleaned up and made acces- 
sible to all who wish to visit it. 

It seems to us that the parkway bill should be welcomed as a com- 
promise between the proponents and the opponents of the C. & O. 
Canal Parkway. It is a source of keen regret to people of this area 
that there is disagreement over the provisions of this bill. 
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In our view, it preserves the natural attractions surrounding the 
canal and thereby should satisfy the conservationists, the sportsmen 
groups, the recreational and kindred groups. It should also satisfy 
those persons who feared a roadway would be built over the bed of the 
canal all the way from Cumberland, Md. to Washington, D. C. 

The current bill provides only for a roadway running about 20 
miles between Maryland Route 51, near Paw Paw, W. Va., and Route 
453 at Woodmont, Md. The canal itself is to be preserved and will 
become a national historical park. 

The proposed roadway is of vital importance to the people of west- 
ern Maryland. Over the years it has been a matter of vital neces- 
sity that an additional link be provided to Route 40 from Cumberland 
to Hancock, Md. 

This would provide an alternative to the mountainous and hazardous 
portions of Route 40, eliminating congestion and delays caused by 
heavy traffic. 

The future of the Cumberland area, and in fact western Maryland 
depends on an adequate transportation system. Without good roads 
in and out of this area, the area cannot grow or prosper. 

The chamber, therefore, favors the enactment of the parkway bill, 
authorizing the C. & O. Canal Parkway. 

Section 2 of the bill provides for the establishment of a con- 
necting link from Route 51, near Paw Paw, W. Va., to Route 453 at 
Woodmont. 

This proposed parkway, together with the proposed widening and 
repaving by the Maryland State Roads Commission of Route 51 
from Cumberland to Paw Paw, will provide the additional link to 
U. S. 40, and to the east, which we have sorely needed for so long a 
time. 

Together, these roadways will asure the future growth and expan 
sion of this highly industrial section and would, at the same time, 
provide tourists better access to the scenic attractions of the canal 
preserve. 

The Cumberland Chamber of Commerce considers these important 
steps in expanding the resources and preserving the historical land- 
marks of both western Maryland and the Potomac Valley. 

It is our belief that the present bill represents the best thought 
evolved over a period of 8 or 9 years, during which every phase of 
the proposed parkway has been discussed. Every effort has been 
made both by the National Park Service and the Department of the 
Interior to satisfy the objections of opponents of the parkway. 

We are also firmly convinced that precaution has been taken in 
drafting the bill to prevent wholesale purchase of land by the Interior 
Department. The bill provides that the parkway is limited to a total 
area of 15,000 acres of land. 

The United States Government already has 4,800 acres along the 
route of the C. & O. Canal Parkway. The project, therefore, would 
not be wasteful. On the contrary, it offers the United States Govern- 
ment an opportunity to get some return on the millions of dollars that 
have been poured into the canal over many years past. 

The Cumberland Chamber of Commerce has taken a determined 
stand on the matter of the parkway. We have discussed this matter 
with representatives of Hagerstown and Washington County several 
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times and have attempted to explain to them our attitude toward the 
parkway. We felt for some time that we had succeeded in our efforts 
to make them understand our reasons for favoring the parkway. 

It is disturbing to us to notice that objection to the parkway seems to 
originate from W ashington County. This is a matter of keen regret 
to us, since we e¢ srnestly wish to maintain amicable relations between 
neighbors; but the people of the Cumberland area are adamant and 
are firmly convinced that their view is correct. 

It is well known throughout the State that the Cumberland area 
needs a connecting link between Cumberland and Hancock that will 
avoid the hazardous and tortuous twists and turns and the mountain- 
ous passages of Route 40. 

It is also known that some attraction must be provided to persuade 
people to travel over our western Maryland roads,rather than on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike, on their way to Baltimore and the Nation’s 
Capital. It is also known that if tourists are to be attracted to the 
canal preserve, access to the preserve must also be provided. In view 
of this, we cannot understand the reasons for the opposition to the 
bill. 

It seems to us that this matter has been discussed pro and con for 
such a long period of time and in so many forums that it should now 
be resolved. We cannot see any need for further argument. Cer- 
tainly, all the arguments that can be made have been put forth. 

It is now time for a decision. The people of this area do not want 
to live with this problem indefinitely. They earnestly hope a decision 
will soon be made. We therefore respectfully urge that you give your 
support to this measure and that you lend your good offices to secure 
its passage. 

Mrs. Prost. Did your chamber of commerce take official action by 
passing a resolution? In other words did they go on record as a group 
in favor of this legislation ? 

Mr. Morris. They took formal action on this question at a meeting 
preceding the hearings for the Senate bill, S. 77, and this reflects 
almost verbatim the statement incorporated in the record of that com- 
mittee’s hearings. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

The next witness is Col. William E. Shepherd. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. SHEPHERD, REPRESENTING THE COM- 
MITTEE OF ONE HUNDRED ON THE FEDERAL CITY, WASHING- 
TON, D. C. 


Mr. SHerHerp. Madam Chairman, I am here today as spokesman 
for the Committee of One Hundred on the Federal City at the request 
of Admiral Neill Phillips, chairman. I have also been asked to speak 
for the following organizations: 

The Audubon Soci iety of the District of Columbia, about 1,400 mem- 
bers in the area. 

Federated Garden Clubs of Maryland, about 4,000 members. 

Montgomery County Historical Society, 400 members. 

Maryland State Society, DAR, 2,000 members; and the Georgetown 
Citizens Association, of which I am president. 
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The C. & O. Canal, which extends from Georgetown in the District 
of Columbia upstream some 186 miles parallel to the Potomac River, 
is an unaltered example of the great era of canal building and there- 
fore one of the most important historical monuments in America. 

It is our considered opinion, based on rather wide knowledge, study, 
and field trips, that the part of the Potomac Gorge and the C. & O. 
Canal that would be embraced by the proposed National Historical 
Park is one of the noblest and most unique scenic areas on the eastern 
seaboard. 

Certainly, no other world ‘capital has such a magnificent natural 
area at its very doorstep. It seems to us that we have a very real 
obligation to posterity to act at once—for in the near future it may be 
too late—to give to this wonderful region the protection of National 
Historical Park status. 

The creation of such a National Historical Park would have, as we 
see it, three main benefits : 

1. The preservation of the C. & O. Canal as a National Historical 
Park, presents an opportunity to preserve and interpret the interesting 
story of the early yg: ceo of the Potomac River Basin. The 

canal functioned as an important freight utility long before the day 

of railroads and automobiles. The canal with the towpath and locks 
would illustrate to thousands of visitors exactly how the canal boats 
operated in the early 19th century. 

2. Scenic and aesthetic, through the preservation of an area of 
unique natural beauty made accessible by the canal and towpath. 

3. Conservation of natural resources, and of wildlife—filora and 
fauna. Specifically under the guardianship of the Park Service the 
region would be protected from erosion, stream pollution and forest 
fires, and wildlife would be given a much needed sanctuary. These 
results would have great economic benefits to the entire Potomac 
region. 

4. Improvement of outdoor recreation facilities: It is now generally 
recognized that with our explosive increase of population the need for 
facilities for outdoor recreation is becoming acute, and furthermore 
that provision of such facilities must be made now before more and 
more land is put to other uses. 

Some of the area we are now considering is at present inaccessible 
for recreation due to dense undergrowth and lack of trails. Opened 
up under the experienced control of the National Park Service, the 
area could take care of tens of thousands of recreationists a year. Con- 
sequently, it would be of immense recreational and economic value as 
a tourist mecca and a national asset of the first order. 

Weurge the passage of H. R. 1145 at once. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Orville W. Crowder, of Baltimore. 


STATEMENT OF ORVILLE W. CROWDER, REPRESENTING THE 
MOUNTAIN CLUB OF MARYLAND, BALTIMORE, MD. 


Mr. Crowper. Madam Chairman, the Mountain Club of Maryland, 
an organization of persons engaged in climbing and walking in moun- 
tain areas, is keenly interested in the preservation for posterity of all 
natural areas where the beauties and wonders of nature may be en- 
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joyed, and where successive generations of humans may escape for re- 
freshing contact with the wilderness. 

The C. & O. Canal, entirely aside from its obvious value as an his- 
toric relic, is an outstanding example of just such a natural area— 
happily located very close to the congested cities most in need of places 
of retreat. Its value for walking, for study of flowers, trees, birds, 
geological features, and for appreciation of sheer natural beauty is 
extraordinary. 

We feel that these values alone more than justify the preservation 
of the entire canal property, and the acquisition of appropriate addi- 
tional lands. 

We urge the committee’s approval of the pending bill, and the 
prompt enactment of the legislation. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Daniel A. Poole, editor of the Outdoor News 
Bulletin. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, REPRESENTING WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Pootz. Madam Chairman, I am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the 
Outdoor News Bulletin, a news service of the Wildlife Management 
Institute. The program of that national conservation organization has 
been dedicated to the improvement management of natural resources 
in the public interest since 1911. 

As a resident of Rockville, Md., and as a hunter, fisherman, and 
canoeist, I have firsthand knowledge-of.the:recreational values of the 
Potomac River Valley. 

The river, along with the adjacent Chesapeake & Ohio Canal prop- 
erty and intervening non-Federal land, receives substantial use for 
public recreational purposes. 

That general area provides an important outdoor playground for 
many thousands of residents in the District of Columbia, central and 
a Maryland, and for others in northern Virginia and West 

irginia. 

For many, the C. & O. Canal property and the Potomac River are 
within convenient walking distance, while others may reach it by 
traveling only a short distance via convenient public transportation 
facilities or by automobile. 

The intensity of recreational use made of the Potomac River and the 
canal during every season of the year demonstrates the continuing need 
of the people for the preservation of this unique playground. 

The creation of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park as proposed by H. R. 1145 and S. 77 would facilitate the restora- 
tion and maintenance of the unmatched historical and natural 
features of that famed waterway. 

The conferral of park status on the canal property would enhance 
most of the types of outdoor recreation presently permitted by the 
National Park Service in units under their administrative juris- 
diction. 

At the time of the hearing on S. 77 before the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, some Maryland sportsmen were appre- 
hensive that the proposed park project would prevent or unduly re- 
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strict much of the existing opportunity for hunting on the river and 
on the private lands lying between the canal and the river. 

Many believed that the purchase for park purposes of the non- 
Federal lands situated between the canal and the river would be fol- 
lowed by a regulation forbidding the carrying of firearms across the 
narrow 180-mile strip, thereby obstructing hunting on the river. In 
the area of river extending upstream from Seneca, Md., many shoot- 
ers also erect temporary waterfowl! blinds on the non-Federal lands 
along the shoreline. 

Concern also was expressed that the scenic parkways on Town Hill 
Ridge between Maryland Route 51 and the vicinity of Paw Paw, 
W. Va., would make unavailable to sportsmen a large tract of non- 
Federal land between the canal at river level and the parkway up on 
theridge. That area presently provides good hunting for deer, turkey, 
grouse, and squirrels. 

The institute believes that the sportsmen had justifiable reason for 
their concern. It was apparent that hunters and fishermen were un- 
able to determine how the proposed park project would affect their 
customary and long-standing recreational use of the river and the 
adjacent lowlands. They could not get concise answers to their 
questions. 

Unposted hunting land where shooters may enjoy a day in the field 
without paying special-use privileges already is at a premium in 
Maryland. Each year there is an increase in the number of persons 
who turn to hunting for recreation. The amount of land available 
for public hunting continues to decrease, however, and larger numbers 
of persons are being forced to make use of less space. 

Subsequent to the Senate hearings, the National Park Service and 
the Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission held the frst of 
several meetings relative to the park project and public recreation, 
with emphasis on hunting and fishing opportunity. 

The willingness of each agency to recognize the responsibilities and 
obligations of the other and to work cooperatively toward the preser- 
vation and enhancement of recreational opportunity in the Potomac 
River Valley is manifest in the broad anaes that has been 
reached. 

This understanding, which covers the major points that have been 
concerning Maryland sportsmen, is set forth in the letter of June 
23, 1958, from Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park Serv- 
ice, to Malcolm E. King, public relations director for the Maryland 
Game and Inland Fish Commission. (See p. 25.) 

The major points that are presented verify and make a matter of 
record guidelines that will enable the two agencies to work mutually 
toward the improvement of recreational opportunity for hunters and 
fishermen as an integral part of the overall park project. 

Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Stewart M. Brandborg. 


STATEMENT OF STEWART M. BRANDBORG, REPRESENTING THE 
C. & 0. CANAL ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Branpgore. My name is Stewart M. Brandborg. My address 
is 630 Northampton Drive, Silver Spring, Md. I am giving this 
statement as a member and representative of the C. & O. Canal Asso- 
ciation, Inc., 2144 P Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 
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I am grateful to have the opportunity to appear before your com- 
mittee on behalf of the C. & O. Canal Association and to strongly urge 
favorable consideration of H. R. 1145, a bill to establish the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio National Historical Park. The companion bill has 
passed the Senate, and I hope that it, or H. R. 1145, will be passed by 
the House before the end of the current session. 

Passage of this bill would signalize the preservation for all time 
of a unique natural area. The Potomac River Valley means to the 
residents of the metropolitan area what Rock Creek Park means to 
the inhabitants of Washington, D.C. 

A linear park along the historic old C. & O. Canal would present 
to the citizens of the fast-growing metropolitan area—and indeed to 
the whole country—a treasure spot unequaled anywhere on the east- 
ern seaboard. 

As you may recall, on March 21, 1954, some two dozen naturalists, 
conservationists, and outdoorsmen, accompanied Mr. Justice William 
O. Douglas and two editors of the Washington Post and Times 
Herald—Mr. Robert. Estabrook and Mr. Merlo Pusey—on a 7-day, 
185-mile walk from Cumberland to Washington along the old C. & O. 
Canal. 

The hike is now history. Out of the challenge and response that 
called these men “to look the facts in the face, with their feet on the 
ground” came the deep conviction that the canal area and its historic 
environs should be saved for posterity as a national monument to a 
way of life that is gone. 

At this point, Madam Chairman, I should like to file for the record 
an account of that hike published in the magazine The Living Wilder- 
ness, for spring 1954. However, with the permission of the com- 
mittee, I should like to have excerpted from the article a few com- 
ments made about the countryside by some of the more outstanding 
conservationists. The excerpts will be found in pages 14 to 20. 

Subsequently, Mr. Justice Douglas wrote Secretary of the Interior 
Douglas McKay as follows: 

The C. & O. Canal committee feels that now would be the time to take steps to 
set aside the canal area as a national park. * * * The whole area is rich in 
history. It has great charm and beauty. In some of the westernmost reaches, 
it is as pretty as any country one will find east of the Rocky Mountains. It can 
be made an attractive tourist area where people can come by car and spend a 
weekend, or for a few dollars, have a rewarding vacation. 

On February 10, 1955, National Park Service Director Conrad L. 
Wirth announced the formation of a committee within the Interior 
Department tou reconsider its original proposal to build a parkway 
along the canal and currently this group is studying plans on the 
proposed park. 

Last fall, Senator Beall and Congressman Hyde, both of Maryland, 
introduced bills to create the Chesapeake and Ohio National His- 
torical Park which you are considering today. 

There is no need to produce long and detailed statistical accounts 
to demonstrate the growing population of the United States. Your 
morning newspaper brings you detailed accounts of the expansion of 
our country. Everywhere the construction of highways and other 
building activities threaten the existence of open spaces, parks, and 
natural areas. 
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On this point, Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, president of the Wildlife 
Management Institute, recently said : 

Today people everywhere are growing increasingly aware of the many tangi- 
ble and intangible returns to the local community that develops a program to 
preserve natural areas. There is the obvious economic benefit from increased 
tourist trade to historic and scenic spots. But carefully preserved natural areas 
also serve an additional function to awaken a deeper understanding of the 
natural environment. Our natural areas grow smaller every day. The sharp 
cutting edge of this destruction is the sprawling growth of cities. Well planned 
and executed programs to preserve natural areas can help to bring about a bet- 
ter balance of urban-rural development. 

You will find, Madam Chairman, I am sure, that most of the con- 
flicts of opinion about the establishment of this great national park 
have been resolved, or can easily be resolved, after passage of this 
bill. I shall not take up your time with these minor details. 

Out of the testimony of other witnesses at this hearing will emerge, 
I am certain, eet and ideas about the resolution of any minor 
points that need to be clarified. 

I shall close by saying that we have an opportunity here today to 
do a great and lasting service for millions of Americans, who will 
follow after us. I sincerely trust that you will find it possible to 
favorably report the Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park 
bill and urge its passage by the House of Representatives. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

I have a summation of the recommendations of the C. & O. Associa- 
tion. ‘These recommendations were carried in The Living Wilderness 
magazine in the spring issue of 1954. I would like, if I may, to have 
those placed in the record, pages 14 to 20. They succinctly state the 
recommendations of the C. & O. Association. 

Mrs. Prosr. The article is quite lengthy. In view of the volu- 
minous record we are going to have, I believe that the article in The 
Living Wilderness should be made a part of the file. Without objec- 
tion, it will be placed in the file. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Reserving the right to object, Madam Chairman, 
and I am not going to object, the chairman is making the determina- 
tion in this manner because we do not permit newspaper articles to 
become a part of our record. 

Mr. Branpsore. That is understood, and it is only because this par- 
ticular article summarized the specific recommendations of the C. & 
QO. Association that I offered it. I would say that we will be glad 
to provide additional articles of the magazine to other members of 
the committee for their reference. 

Mrs. Prosr. It will be very helpful and we will appreciate it. 

Mr. Branpsore. Mr. Cover, who will be here tomorrow, can pre- 
sent the other part of our statement. We were to present a statement 
jointly. Would that be permissible? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Branpeore. I also am here representing the National Wildlife 
Federation, and would like to read their statement. 

(The statement follows :) 


The National Wildlife Federation is a nationwide organization of sportsmen 
and other conservation-minded citizens. We have some 2 million members who 
are affiliated with us through conservation and sportsmen federations in the 
States, the District of Columbia, Alaska, and the Territory of Hawaii. The 
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conservation program of the federation is financed with contributions from con- 
servation-minded citizens in return for the national wildlife conservation stamps, 

I wish to endorse the purposes and objectives of H. R. 1145 and S. 77, pro- 
viding for the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park. Passage of this legislation is a necessary step in seeking fullest 
protection of the recreational resources of the historic C. & O. Canal and the 
contiguous areas of wild and undeveloped countryside. It is particularly appro- 
priate that this legislation should be considered at this time, when the scenic and 
outdoor values of the lower Potomac River face continuing threats of perma- 
nent impairment through various proposals for river, road, and housing develop- 
ments. This area stands to benefit greatly from the protection and careful 
management which can be afforded through establishment of a park. 

It is hardly necessary to emphasize here today the tremendous burden of out- 
door recreational use which is presently placed upon the canal and adjacent 
lands. Thousands of visits are made to it each year by hikers, picnickers, 
hunters, fishermen, boating enthusiasts, and nature lovers. The rapid growth of 
the metropolitan Washington area, coupled with further restriction of those 
public and private lands to which people can turn for these varied outdoor ex- 
periences, will continue to increase the requirements upon this area. These uses 
fully justify the designation of the area as a park in which recreational, educa- 
tional, and cultural purposes can best be served. 

The more accessible portions of the canal afford opportunity for casual use by 
the visitor who, with only limited time, can gain at least a passing impression 
of the true natural character of this area. With proper protection as a park, it 
ean provide even greater opportunities for imparting an appreciation of the 
natural landscape of the lower Potomac River. The values represented here are 
as much a part of our American culture as are the impressive monuments, art 
galleries, and beautiful public buildings of Washington. 

More remote sections of the canal offer opportunity for even richer outdoor 
experiences. These undeveloped areas must be preserved in their natural state 
if they are to provide the solitude and forms of recreation that can be enjoyed 
in wildernesslike surroundings. We Americans have a deply ingrained desire 
for this type of outdoor living. It must be provided in ample supply to satisfy 
our increasing needs, particularly in urban areas where people feel the greatest 
pressures and tensions from living crowded together. 

It should be pointed out that the diversity of outdoor experience which can be 
enjoyed along the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and on adjoining lands along the 
Potomac greatly enhance the recreational value of this area. Boating, fishing, 
hunting, hiking, study of nature, and the outdoors are but a few of these. Each 
should be encouraged as a part of the recreational pattern after the park is 
established. 

We are encouraged by the progress that is reported from meetings between 
the National Park Service and the Maryland Department of Game and Inland 
Fish in reaching agreement on provisions for hunter access to hunting areas 
along the Potomac River and in planning acquisitions that will be well coordi- 
nated with wildlife refuge and management programs. It is understood that the 
two agencies have come to agreement on arrangements that will permit hunters 
to cross the narrow strip of designated park lands to hunting grounds along the 
Potomac River. It also appears that the Park Service and the Maryland Depart- 
ment of Game and Inland Fish will be able to reach substantial agreement on 
land designations for the park and for hunting, management, and refuge areas 
on lands adjacent to it. Long-term cooperative agreements and leases between 
the two agencies for Federal lands, which can be used by the State for propaga- 
tion and management of birds and games, give promise of lasting benefits to the 
sportsmen and other wildlife enthusiasts who use the area. Access and park- 
ing facilities, to be provided by the Park Service for recreationists, would be of 
great benefit to both fishermen and hunters. It is understood that the Park 
Service will make these available for use of sportsmen during hunting and fish- 
ing seasons. 

It is important that the record show the need for continued cooperation be- 
tween the National Park Service and the Maryland Department of Game and 
Inland Fish in working out programs of acquisition and development that will 
permit the fullest recreational benefits from the park and adjacent wildlife and 
recreation land. Such use should be planned to preserve the natural beauty 
and wilderness character of this scenic area. Special precautions should be 
taken to avoid intrusions into those wild stretches of the canal where the signs 
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of men’s activities have healed over and the areas have reverted to a wild and 
natural state. 

The National Wildlife Federation is opposed to the proviso inserted by the 
Senate in S. 77, beginning on page 5, line 12, which states : 

“And provided further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use 
for such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and 
extension of navigation, or for flood control or irrigation or drainage, or for 
the development of hydroelectric power or other purposes.” 

We believe such a proviso has no place in this legislation. We urge this 
committee to delete any such provision in reporting either S. 77 or H. R. 1145. 

The Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park will be an asset to the 
District of Columbia, the States of Maryland and Virginia, and our Nation. 
It will enable the preservation in a natural state of a unique and historically rich 
section of our countryside. Through its designation as a park, the area can 
be better protected from encroachments that threaten its recreational and cul- 
tural values. I wish to urge favorable consideration of this legislation at the 
earliest opportunity. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear here today, 


Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

The chairman has several statements which have been submitted 
for the record. Of course, if there are any duplications they will be 
eliminated. 

One is a statement from the American White Water Affiliation, who 
are in support of the legislation. 

One is a statement from James Orr, president of the County Com- 
missioners of Allegany County, Md., in support of the legislation. 

A letter from the National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., 
who are in favor of the legislation. 

A letter from the Industrial Development Commission of Bruns- 
wick, Md., signed by Richard C. Bowers. 

A letter from William J. Love. 

Another letter from James S. George, secretary of the Brunswick 
Lions Club, who is for it. 

A letter from Mr. William H. Bayliff, executive secretary of the 
Board of Natural Resources of the State of Maryland. 

Without objection, these statements will be placed in the record. 
Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. Prost. I have a letter from the Oldtown Sportsmen Club, 
signed by Isaac T. Long, secretary, enclosing 25 copies for the com- 
mittee. 

Without objection, the letters will be made a part of the record. 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statements and letters referred to follow :) 

AMERICAN WHITE WATER AFFILIATION, 
New York, N. Y., June 26, 1958. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PusLic LANDS, COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention Mrs. Arnold.) 


DEAR Sirs: I am informed that hearings are to be held by your committee on 
June 30 and July 1 on H. R. 1145, Mr. Hyde’s bill to establish the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. May I respectfully request that the 
following statement be placed in the record of the hearing. 

The American White Water Affiliation is a national affiliation of river-cruising 
groups, including members of the larger outdoor clubs such as the Appalachian 
Mountain, Prairie, and Sierra Clubs, as well as many smaller clubs from coast 
to coast, and many hundreds of individual canoeists, kayakers, rubber-rafters, 
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and the like. One of our most vigorous affiliates is in the Washington area. We 
are bound together by our love of the wilderness waterways and the special kind 
of spiritual serenity we find there. We are greatly concerned for the preserva- 
tion, for ourselves, and for future generations, of the few wild riverways that 
remain, and the C. & O. Canal is a matter of special interest to us because of its 
manifold appeal. 

It is well known that this canal is one of the best preserved of the old 
“ditches” that were so important to early 19th century transportation: Valuable 
historical associations abound in every mile, some going back to George Wash- 
ington’s time. The scenic beauty of the Potomac Valley is likewise famous. 
The canal property also includes many miles of lovely, unspoiled woodland areas, 
easily accessible to residents and visitors in our National Capital, which are 
unique among the urban centers of the Northeast. These quiet, secluded wood- 
lands, the canal, and the adjoining Potomac River, are ideal for hiking, fishing, 
canoeing, nature observation—for all of the excuses for getting out in the woods 
and renewing our feeling of kinship with the earth from which our metropolitan 
civilization has divorced us. For hundreds of thousands of individual human 
beings these woodlands offer a spiritual release by means of which they can 
maintain a measure of mental and emotional stability in our hectic modern life. 

The canal has been subject to frequently recurrent attacks by private interests 
for purposes of industrial or private development, but we firmly believe that its 
unusual combination of historical and recreational values require that it should 
be set aside as a national park for the enjoyment, not of only a few, but of all 
the people of the Potomac Valley. 

We strongly urge prompt action by your committee, so that this very desirable 
legislation may be passed at this session of the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
D. K. Braptery, 
Chairman, Conservation Committee. 


County COMMISSIONERS OF ALLEGANY COUNTY, 
Cumberland, Md., June 24, 1958. 


Re Senate bill 77 and companion House Resolution 1145. 


CHAIRMAN, Pusiic LANDS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN: The county commissioners of Allegany County have 
been advised that hearings on the above bills are scheduled before your com- 
mittee at 10 a. m. on June 30 and July 1, 1958. 

This legislation proposes the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park, and for the administration and maintenance of the 
Cc. & O. Parkway in the State of Maryland. 

Without going into the many reasons that have heretofore been supplied to 
congressional committees with respect to the vital interests of the people in the 
western portions of Maryland in regard to this legislation, the county commis- 
sioners of Allegany County wish to take this means of urging your favorable 
consideration of this legislation. 

The endorsement of this legislation has been made a matter of public record 
in this office at a regular meeting held on this date. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JAMES Orr, President. 


STATEMENT FROM THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE GARDEN CLupBs, INc. 
(Representing 12,000 clubs, 390,000 members, 45 State federations ) 


The following resolution was adopted at the national convention of the National 
Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., assembled in Seattle, Wash., May 18-23, 
1958. 

“CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL 


“Whereas the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, paralleling the Potomac River for a 
distance of 186 miles, from Georgetown, D. C., to Cumberland, Md., stands as the 
only surviving example of the canal-building era and the first sustained drive to 
westward expansion by waterway ; and 


ae ST coe a ace BTS ge 





at 


le 


d- 


ds 
an 
an 
an 
fe. 
sts 
its 
ld 
all 


ble 


ave 
9m- 


nal 
the 


to 
the 
nis- 
ible 


ord 


onal 


92 
dat Dy 


or a 
; the 
‘e to 


CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 63 


“Whereas the old canal, its first locks, tunnels, and viaducts, represents an 
engineering project of outstanding significance ; and 

‘“‘Whereas the canal area, accessible the year round, is in a more natural and 
undistrubed condition than any other large valley in the densely populated east, 
and stretching from the Coastal Plain to the Alleghenies, embraces characteristic 
forests, vegetation, birdlife, and wildlife; and 

“Whereas not least of its many attractions worthy of preservation is its wealth 
of wild flowers ; and 

“Whereas the canal and towpath provide not only recreation for the hiker, 
eanoeist, cyclist, picnicker, fisherman, and others, but presents a natural and 
unique region for the study of botany, ornithology, geology, and natural sciences: 
Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., in convention 
assembled in Seattle, Wash., on May 20, 1958, urges the enactment of legislation 
designed to preserve the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal area as a national historic 
park in order to protect the historic, scenic, and natural recreation features of 
the enjoyment of all our people; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the chairman of the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs: to the chairman, House Subcom- 
mittee on Public Lands, House Office Building, Washington, D. C., and to other 
interested officials and organizations.” 

Submitted by National Capital Garden Club League, Washington, D. C. 

Endorsed by : 

IRMA J. SWEARINGEN 
Mrs. George L. Swearingen, 
Legislation Chairman, National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc. 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
Brunswick, Md., June 12, 1958. 
Mrs. GRACTE PFOST. 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mrs. Prost: Knowing the great volume of work confronting your sub- 
committee and the limited time which remains to complete it, we feel that we can 
best express our views concerning the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park by letter, 
rather than appearing at your hearing. 

The area that would compose the proposed park is rich in American history. 
The canal itself was important in the early development of our country. These 
points of interest should be made accessible to all Americans. 

The 186 miles of river valley is one of the most scenic in the United States. It 
is also most attractive to those interested in geology, plant life, and wildlife. If 
properly developed and supervised, this area would be a great aid in the propa- 
gation of fish and game. It would also bea haven for the study of natural history. 

One of the great needs of our time, particularly for urban inhabitants, is to 
find some form of relaxation. The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park would be 
accessible to Washington, D. C., and would provide unlimited sources of recrea- 
tion. 

At the outset of this project, much opposition resulted due to the inability of 
industry to get access to the river. This objectionable feature has been cor- 
rected by legislation that guarantees permanent rights to the use of the Potomac 
River. 

Finally, we can foresee in the development of the park, new job and business 
opportunities for the area. This is greatly needed in our own community for we 
have a great amount of unemployment resulting from layoffs in the railroad 
industry. 

We sincerely hope that you will include our position in your records and that 
your committee will see fit to report favorably on this bill. 

Your sincerely, 
RicHarpD C. Bowers, Necretary. 
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HAGERSTOWN, Mp., June 19, 1598. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


HONORABLE GRACIE Prost: Thank you for the notification of the scheduled 
hearings on S. 77 and companion bill, H. R. 1145. 

I will attend same, but will allow the time, which I am sure is limited, to be 
used by spokesmen appointed by the Williamsport Canal Club, of which I am a 
member. 

However, I will lend whatever support possible or necessary. In doing so I 
am submitting the following written statement for the record: “My wife, whose 
family is one of the oldest in Washington County, myself, and our many friends 
(all property owners and taxpayers) are hoping for the passage of this legislation 
and feel most deserving of this recognition in return for their long support. We 
ean think of no better method to help all people enjoy recreation, the beauties 
of nature, and complete relaxation freely than by establishing this proposed 
national historical park. Also it would help the unemployment situation in 
these areas via the public works program.” 

I thank you for your support and hope your tireless efforts will be rewarded 
by your success in this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM J. Love. 





THE BRUNSWICK LIONS CLUB, 
Brunswick, Md., June 12, 1958. 
Mrs. GRACIE PFost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mrs. Prost: At the last regular meeting of the Brunswick Lions Club it 
was decided to support in any way possible H. R. 1145, the bill to establish a 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

Since a hearing on this bill is to be scheduled in the near future, we would like 
to take this means of expressing our views in favor of this proposal. We feel 
that the Potomac River Valley is rich in scenic beauty and in the history of this 
country, and would like to see it developed properly in order that millions of 
Americans could enjoy it. 

We trust that your subcommittee will see fit to report favorably on H. R. 1145. 

Sincerely yours, 
JaMeEs S. GeorGE, Secretary. 


STATE OF MARYLAND, 
BoarD OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Annapolis, Md., June 25, 1958. 
Hon. GRActigE Prost, 
United States Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mrs. Prost: Enclosed is a statement of the board of natural resources 
respecting S. 77 and H. R. 1145 which your subcommittee will consider on June 30 
and July 1. Twenty-five additional copies for other members of the subcom- 
mittee will reach you under separate cover. 

I very much hope that the enclosed statement can be accepted in lieu of oral 
testimony and can be made a part of the hearings on S. 77 and H. R. 1145. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM H. BAYLIFr, 
Erecutive Secretary. 


STATEMENT ON THE PROPOSED CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK, 
S. 77 AND H. R. 1145, py MAryLAnp Boarp or NATURAL RESOURCES, ANNAPOLIS 


The Federal Government owns the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal property from 
the District of Columbia to Cumberland, a distance of about 186 miles. The 
canal property touches the Potomac River and includes the bed of the river for a 
distance of 106 miles. Where the canal property departs from the river about 
3,000 acres of land between the canal and the river remain in private ownership. 

The C. & O. Canal property has been extensively developed for recreation in 
the area around Great Falls. Eventually this area will be readily accessible by 
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the extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway. The C. & O. Canal 
property between Great Falls and Cumberland contains 4,756 acres and extends 
for a distance of about 165 miles. This section of the property is relatively 
undeveloped. 

The National Park Service proposes to establish a national historical park ex- 
tending along the old C. & O. Canal and the Maryland shore of the Potomac River 
from Great Falls to Cumberland, a distance of about 165 miles. The proposal 
includes a parkway extending from Paw Paw, W. Va., to Woodmont, Md., a dis- 
tance of about 20 miles. The park will require about 10,000 acres of land and 
the parkway about 2,000 acres in addition to the 4,756 acres already under Federal 
ownership between Great Falls and Cumberland. The National Park Service is 
unable or unwilling to describe plans for the proposed park except to give a 
tentative route for the parkway which is only an incidental feature of the 
general plan. 

The board of natural resources is opposed to a Chesapeake and Ohio National 
Historical Park as proposed by the National Park Service and recommends an 
alternative plan for the use of the C. & O. property. The board’s objections to 
the proposed park may be summarized as follows. 


OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


1. A Federal park 165 miles long with an average width of 220 yards would 
be expensive to maintain and difficult to administer. 

2. The proposed park would require Maryland to surrender to Federal control 
nearly all of the northern shore and the bed of the Potomac River from Great 
Falls to Cumberland. This would place under Federal ownership a section of 
Maryland equivalent to half the area of the District of Columbia. 

3. If the proposed park is established, the southern boundary of Maryland 
from Great Falls to Cumberland will be moved, for all practical purposes, from 
the southern shore of the Potomac River to an average distance of 40 rods from 
the northern shore. 

4. A narrow ribbon of Federal land along the northern shore of the Potomac 
River would allow Maryland citizens access to the river only on the sufferance 
of the Federal Government. 

5. The proposed park would constitute a curtain which would prohibit the 
normal development of homes, industries, and communities along the northern 
shore of the Potomac River. 

6. The land along the north shore of the Potomac River now furnishes valuable 
recreation to hunters, fishermen, hikers, campers, and amateur and professional 
naturalists. The proposed park would prohibit hunting on about 17,000 acres 
of the finest and most productive game land in Maryland and would furnish 
no form of recreation which does not now exist in this area. 

7. The Federal Government has planned and partially developed recreational 
areas along the C. & O. Canal from the District of Columbia to Great Falls. 
This constitutes an extension of the District of Columbia for a distance of 6 
miles along the north shore of the Potomac River. The State of Maryland is 
able to develop along the north shore of the Potomac River selected areas to be 
used as campsites, picnic areas, public hunting grounds and public fishing areas. 
Moreover, the State is capable of preserving the scenic and historic values of 
the Potomac River and the C. & O. Canal. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


As an alternative to a national historical park along the C. & O. Canal, the 
board of natural resources recommends— 

1. That Maryland cooperate with the Department of the Interior in providing 
additional land for the complete development of the Harpers Ferry National 
Historical Park. The State has already appropriated $65,000 for this purpose 
and should provide additional funds if and when necessary. 

2. That Maryland support and encourage Federal development of recreational 
facilities along the C. & O. Canal and the north shore of the Potomac River 
from the District of Columbia line to Great Falls. This section of the canal 
has been restored at Federal expense and is now under the administration of 
the Department of the Interior. 

3. That the Department of the Interior, the city of Cumberland and the State 
of Maryland cooperate in establishing and supporting a National Historical 
Transportation Monument in or near the city of Cumberland where the Potomac 








66 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


River, the C. & O. Canal, the B. & O. Railroad and the National Pike join. There 
is now no national monument depicting or commemorating the development of 
transportation in America. 

4. That remaining sections of the C. & O. Canal property not required in 1, 2, 
and 3 be transferred to the State of Maryland to be used as State forests, 
State parks, public hunting grounds and other purposes in the interest of the 
public. 


OLDTOWN SPORTSMEN CLUB, 
Oldtown, Md., June 17, 1958. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Public Lands, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Hon. Mrs. Gracie Prost: The Oldtown Sportsmen Club is safe in saying that 
here and in a radius of many miles aroud in all directions in the East that 
with people who are familiar with the subject and who know the truth, know 
that the Potomac Valley and the C. & O. Canal were made famous by George 
Washington and General Braddock. The few opposed either do not know the 
truth or as the National Geographic Society has found after careful research 
that the C. & O. Canal scenic trail tempts private interests who want it for 
sand, gravel, or to enhance the land they already own. 

The Oldtown Sportsmen Club and on behalf of the many other clubs of this 
area want the C. & O. Canal as one of Maryland’s most historic monuments 
and as the Nation’s only example of an unaltered 19th century waterway, re- 
stored as the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and pro- 
visions made for the administration and the maintenance of a parkway, in the 
State of Maryland, and for other purposes. 

We endorse and support passage of S. 77 and H. R. 1145. 

Please make this a reality for generations to come and on behalf of the Father 
of our Country, George Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 


Isaac T. Lona, Secretary. 


Mrs. Prost. The House is in session, and the committee stands ad- 
journed until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee recessed, to re- 
convene at 10a. m., Tuesday, July 1, 1958.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 1, 1958 


Hovsr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLIc LANDs OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m. in the 
committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost 
(chairman of the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of Senate bill No. 77, by Senator 
Beall, of Maryland, and H. R. 1145, by Congressman Hyde, also of 
Maryland. 

The first witness this morning will be Senator Beall. Senator, we 
are very happy to have you with us. We know how busy you people 
are, and we appreciate your taking time to come over and give us your 
viewpoint on this important legislation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Senator Beaty. Thank you, Madam Chairman. It is a pleasure 
for me to be here. 

I wish to thank you, Madam Chairman, and the other members 
of your subcommittee for permitting me to address you this morning 
on a matter which is of great concern to me and to the people of the 
State of Maryland. 

I am speaking of the bills which your subcommittee has before it, 
S. 77, to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park in the State of Maryland, and its companion House bill, H. R. 
1145. 

As you know, S. 77 was passed by the Senate on August 29, 1957. 
This bill received very little controversy in the Senate committee 
hearings. As I recall, there was no opposition to its provisions except 
from one witness. 

This C. & O. Canal, Madam Chairman, is of great historical im- 
portance to this entire Nation. It is intimately connected with our 
early history, the beginnings of the National Capital, and with the 
Founding Fathers of this Nation. Indeed, it was the forerunner of 
all other means for the development of the entire western portion 
of this country. 

The point of this legislation is, really, twofold. 
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First, the entire canal property is owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment. With a few minor exceptions, the land area to be encompassed 
by the park is that which is now the canal property. Its historical 
importance is unquestioned by anyone. This importance is national ; 
it is not primarily a matter of concern only to the State of Maryland 
and its citizens but to the entire Nation. 

Second, Madam Chairman, the development of this park will be of 
inestimable value to the citizens of this Nation as have been all the 
other lands which have been set aside as national parks—for the en- 
joyment by all Americans of those scenically beautiful areas so inter- 
woven with the history of this country. While perhaps not unique 
in this respect, the C. & O. Canal, besides being a naturally beautiful 
area, is, without doubt, a most remarkable feat of human engineering, 
and one which has few equals anywhere. 

There is no doubt, Madam Chairman, that the development of this 
park will satisfy one other great need. There are all too few such 
areas in the metropolitan eastern United States. 

Loss of the C. & O. Canal property as a national historical park 
would mean the abandonment of a truly great opportunity for the 
Federal Government to provide much needed recreational space in 
the East to which all men might repair for quiet, peaceful relaxa- 
tion. This alone would provide, in my judgment, sufficient reason 
for enactment of S. 77. 

Aside from my sponsorship of the Senate bill for this purpose, 
the project received my ardent endorsement. Work on this project 
has received my most earnest efforts. It will continue to do so, should 
your committee and the House act favorably upon it, until we realize 
the completion of this most necessary and important park project. 

I recommend very strongly to your favorable action S. 77 and its 
companion bill, H. R. 1145, for the establishment of the Cheapeake 
& Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

I might say, Madam Chairman, we began this project in about 
1947. We had surveys made and proceeded along, and then in 1951 
the Maryland Legislature passed an enabling act to permit the con- 
struction of this and to transfer certain additional lands between 
Hancock and Cumberland, Md. 

I want to very definitely say that this is not a roadway or a park- 
way: It is really a recreational center where it will be used to culti- 
vate and develop the game and the wildlifre in the vicinity, purely for 
recreational purposes. 

I think, too, Madam Chairman, if I may comment, I noticed in the 
paper you asked a question about the Army engineers and their flood- 
control study of the Potomac River for water for the District of 
Columbia, our Nation’s Capital. 

I can tell you, as cosponsor of the legislation instructing the Army 
engineers to make this survey, the late Senator Neely and I intro- 
duced this legislation. Recently we got an additional appropria- 
tion of some $500,000 to carry on this work. But this will not in any 
way interfere with this present project. 

The survey that Senator Neely and I hoped will develop is to re- 
cover water in the hills of western Maryland and in the hills of West 
Virginia and bring it down and make more water available. I do 
not think it is going to be practicable to dam the Shenandoah River 
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or the Potomac River in the vicinity of Washington because the peo- 
ple of Virginia—I am sure Representative Smith will tell you, and 
T know Senators Robertson and Byrd will tell you—do not want the 
Potomac River dammed in that vicinity because it would flood a 
lot of fine, fertile riverbottom lands. 

So what Senator Neely and I were looking for is an additional source 
of water that we hope the Army engineers will come up with. We 
have been working closely with ‘them, and we hope when the survey 
comes out we will have that water. 

I only mention that because I notice you asked about it yesterday. 

Mrs. Prost. Senator Beall, you probably are familiar with the fact 
that I am an advocate of multiple- -purpose development, and I am 
particularly interested in getting an expression from the various 
witnesses who appear here as to whether or not, should the committee 
see fit to report this C. & O. Canal bill out, we will be faced in the 
future with the problem of establishing a dam at River Bend, or some 
of the other areas in the event the need is established for domestic and 
industrial water, for stream pollution or for power purposes. 

Senator Bratu. I can well understand your purpose there, but I 
want to say that this particular legislation and this project does not 
come within 75 miles of what we are planning, the first phase of this 
project. That goes from a point about 3 miles east of Cumberland, 
Md., to Hancock, Md., and Hancock is about a hundred road miles 
and about 120 river miles from Washington. So you see it is at 
least a hundred miles beyond the River Bend or any other close 
location for a dam site. It would not in any way interfere with that. 

As I say, I was a cosponsor of the survey the Army engineers are 
making, the legislation authorizing them to make it, and we just got 
another $500,000 appropriated to continue the survey, and that in no 
way will interfere with anything that you could possibly be thinking 
about in the way of water power dams or anything of that kind. 

Mrs. Prosr. What you are saying, Senator, is that the River Bend 
area or other dam-site areas on the Potomac would not touch any of 
this 168 miles? 

Senator Beauv. It would not touch any of it. 

Mrs. Prost. Is it further upstream ? 

Senator Beaty. The part that we are talking about now is the park- 
way of some fifty-odd miles of river land, which parkway will be a 
hundred miles away from River Bend. We are not coming down at 
this time. We are not going to interfere with any of these projects 
that you could be thinking about. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. 

Senator Beaty. Because the development of the parkway in the 
vicinity of River Bend Dam or the proposed River Bend, if there is a 
dam there, is w _ off in the future. I mean, the parkway is way off 
in the future. I do not know about the dam being way off in the 
future. 

Mrs. Prost. We have been handicapped in that we do not have an 
adequate map that shows the exact location of the proposed dams, and 
the area which is actually involved in this legislation. 

Senator Bratt. As an author of the legislation instructing the 
engineers to make this survey, what I am try ing to tell you is that 
what we are looking for in this survey is water for dams but away 
west of W ashington, even west of this proposed parkway. 
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Mrs. Prost. Let us assume the Army engineers do not survey the 
area termed “River Bend” now. I notice in this report there are 3 or 
4 other dams that are referred to. 

Senator Brau. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost (continuing). It is anticipated, according to some of 
these reports, that storage dams will be required within the next 20 or 
25 years to furnish domestic and industrial water for W ashington, 
D. C., and the outlying areas. 

Senator Braz. That is a fact, but this project will not interfere 
in any way. This project, or these two bills, only goes to Hancock, 
Md., which is a hundred miles west of what you are talking about. 
We will have to come back to Congress for additional authorization 
to come any further down than Hancock. 

Mrs. Prost. If a high dam is constructed on the Potomac River, 
would it flood back to the area that you are talking about? 

Senator Brauu. Because there is not any actual survey of these 
dams, it could possibly be if they did have such a dam, and if the 
parkway were down there. But what I am saying is that there are 
no plans now to bring the parkway in the vicinity below Harpers 
Ferry. So it could not possible affect any of those if they did have 
a high dam. 

Mrs. Prost. Let me ask you this question, then : 

If you had to make a choice between establishing this national park 
and the question should come up that a high or other type of dam 
is needed which would flood out a portion of the park, do I understand 
you to say that you would not attempt to thwart the efforts of such 
development / 

Senator Braun. Oh, no. Not only that, but they are not relevant, 
because this parkway is not contemplated under this legislation to 
come within a hundred miles of what you are talking about. It 
might some day, but it may be—oh, it would be 10 or 15 years, By 
that time we will decide, or the Congress then would ri ide, whether 
you were going to have a dam or the recreational area. That is the 
point you are talking about. 

But right now this legislation only takes the parkway to Han- 
cock, Md. That is all that the State of Maryland Legislature has 
agr eed to go along with so far. So we would have to go back to the 
legislature i in Mary]: and to get additional authority to acquire addi- 
tional lands. 

Mrs. Prost. Of course, we will be able to get additional and techni- 

cal testimony from the Army engineers or someone who can tell us how 
fara high dam would back w ater and whether or not it would affect the 
parkway. 

Senator Bratz. This particular project cannot possibly be affected 
by it because to get down here to where you are talking about to a 
dam would require not only additional legislation from C ongress but 
will require additional legislation from the State of M: aryland. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Senator Beall. 

Senator Beatn. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Mitzer. Thank you. I do have to go to another committee 
shortly. 
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I want to ask about the acquiring of additional lands. I see the 
testimony says it will require 10,200 acres of additional land. Is 
that all federally owned now or to be taken from private individuals? 

Senator Bratu. No, sir; it is owned by the State of Maryland. 

Dr. Mitter. All of it? 

Senator Brat... Practically all of it. 

Dr. Miniter. You say practically all of it. Do you mean all of it, 
Senator? 

Senator Beaty. No. I think the State of Maryland is deeding by 
an act of the legislature some 4,000 acres. The other the Federal 
Government owns. There is no private land in there that I know of. 

Dr. Miter. This would extend about 168 miles up the river? 

Senator Beaty. The whole park. 

Dr. Mitier. And the canal is now owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

Senator Brau. In its entirety. 

Dr. Mitter. In its entirety ? 

Senator Beauu. Yes, sir. 

And it goes from maybe 200 feet right-of-way to half a mile right- 
of-way. 

Dr. Mizixr. Do you understand under the present ownership there 
is no possibility of any development along the river, industrial, mu- 
nicipal, or private development ? 

Senator Braty. It would not interfere with it in any way because 
the Department of the Interior has given private industry 

Dr. Mitter. You do not mean to say an individual could go up there 
and build a house ? 

Senator Bratt. He cannot do that; no, sir. 

Dr. Miiier. Or go up there and have an industry ¢ 

Senator Beaty. The Government does permit permit people to 
build cottages or lodges there, but they have them only under a year- 
to-year lease by the Department of the Interior along the canal now. 

Dr. Mitter. What about municipal development ? 

Senator Beaty. There is not any now. It would not interfere with 
it; no, sir. 

Dr. Minter. It would not interfere with it? 

Senator Beaty. No, sir, because the Department of the Interior has 
many times given to industries permission to go under the canal to get 
water from the river. Of course, there are no industries on Govern- 
ment-owned land. 

Dr. Mritier. Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Senator Beall, for some reason or other I have in my 
mind that we were asked to authorize $1 million for purchase of lands 
for this national park. Now I understand you to say that all the lands 
are either owned by the United States at the present time or they will 
be given to the Federal Government by the State of Maryland. 

Senator Beaty. That is right. 

Mr. AsrinaLu. Do you mean to say there are no lands to be pur- 

chased under this bill? 

Senator Bratt. Not at this time under the contemplated project. 
Under the act the Maryland Legislature passed, we cannot go below 
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Hancock at this time. That is a hundred road miles from where we 
are now. 

Mr. Aspinall, perhaps I should emphasize that we are talking about 
a recreational area and not a parkway all the way down, not a road, 
not a highway, so to speak. 

Mr. Asprnatu. We are talking about a national park here. 

Senator Bratu. Yes, sir, but not a road. 

Mr. Asprnatu. And the figures that come to us from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior via a statement by Director Wirth show that there 
is a million dollars to be authorized for acquisition of lands. 

Senator Beaux. Mr. Aspinall, after they come east of Hancock, the 
Department of the Interior will have to acquire other lands, but it is 
not contemplated under this project that they will because that also 
takes concurrent legislation from the Maryland Legislature. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utitman. No questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from New York, Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pitxi0on. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Senator, for coming before our 
committee to give us the benefit of your testimony. 

Senator Brati. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. The next witness will be Dr. John Cover. You may 
proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. COVER, ECONOMIST, WASHINGTON, D. C., 
REPRESENTING THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Cover. My name is John H. Cover. I am an economist, a resi- 
dent of the District of Columbia, and I appear on behalf of the Ches- 
apeake & Ohio Canal Association. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Association was established a year 
ago to continue the protective efforts of the group of individuals from 
all parts of the country who followed Justice William O. Douglas in 
1954 on the hike along the canal from Cumberland to Washington in 

rotest against planned encroachment upon this area which House 
fin 1145 proposes to establish as a Federal park. 

The association is convinced of the necessity of preserving this 
beautiful natural and historical heritage, and enthusiastically endorses 
the Hyde bill. My assignment is to offer testimony offsetting the ob- 
jections and counterproposals made by opponents of this bill. 

Our basic position can be summarized in nine points: 

1. It is our conviction that ample water supply for this area is cur- 
rently available and will be for decades to come. We are certain that 
objective study of alternatives to a high dam on the Potomac will pro- 
vide plans assuring adequate supplies of water at lower costs in- 
definitely. 

2. Pollution abatement is accomplished by prevention, not dilution, 
and the flushing of contamination downstream with a charge of water 
from a dam is hardly defensible in modern times. 
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3. As with soil erosion, the problem of silting should be corrected at 
the source ; a high dam to retain silt is a boomeran 

4. Flood contr aa is related to land-use zoning at conservation meas- 
ures known to all of us. A frontal barrier in the form of a dam would 
be of limited and temporary value. 

5. The proposal for development of hydroelectric power in the 
Potomac as an argument for a high dam is untenable. The flow of 
the Potomac is inadequate for significant production, and a realistic 
allocation of costs would make the project uneconomical, 

6. It is not a convincing argument that recreational facilities will 
be increased by impounding water behind a dam which would oblit- 
erate 35 miles of present natural facilities and destroy extensive forest 
and wilderness areas. 

Desirable industries carefully consider resources for production 
and environment for human needs, Assurance of a permanent park 
in this area will be regarded as an asset by competent management. 
The easement assurances and practices of the National Park Service 
meet fully management requirements. 

8. The dimensions of a 36,000-acre reservoir would remove from 
production thousands of acres of farmland and would inundate all or 
part of several rural communities. 

9. The meandering river and its rugged terrain is neither a natural 
nor an economic setting for speedways or throughways. 

It will be argued by some opponents of this bill that we should 
await specifications of ‘the Corps of Army Engineers for a high-level 
dam. It is our belief that all fundamental facts in this regard are 
now available to us, including the data of the Army engineers, and 
that our argument will invalidate this suggestion. 

In addition, we raise the point of competence in respect to the 
many factors i in this problem which are outside the field of engineer- 
ing. 

We offer a very brief statement on each of these points: 


SUPPLY OF WATER 


From records of the United States Geological Survey and the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey, as well as estimates of the 
Office of the Sanitary Engineers, the District of Columbia, we con- 
clude that there will be an excess supply of water from sources now 
available for the District of Columbia, and for Maryland and Virginia 
suburbs far beyond 2000 A. D., without the costly high dam proposed 
at River Bend. 

This even anticipates repetition of the lowest flow recorded by the 
United States Geological Survey, an average of 624 million gallons 
per day in August through November 1930. This lowest d: aily aver- 
age flow exceeds by more than 22 percent the maximum estimated nee«| 
for the year 2000 or 508.6 million gallons per day anticipated by the 
District of Columbia Sanitary Engineer’s Office. 

Moreover, the flow of the Potomac River, contrary to a common 
belief, has been incres ising constantly, apparently for at least 11 years. 

Beyond this adequate supply there are potential additional sources 
of 52 billion gallons in the large fresh pool between Washington and 
Indian Head, Md., awaiting pollution control and purification. 
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Even should spray irrigation increase its use would not exceed the 
quantity represented by the increased flow in the Potomac. More- 
over, farm irrigation would be related to low upstream dams, not to a 
high dam in this area. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 


The largest single source of pollution of the river is sewage, and 
purification of its sewage is the responsibility of each community. 
Industrial waste purification must be met as part of production costs 
of business concerns. 

There are a number of financial devices through which initial equip- 
ment and installation costs can be met. Certainly it is sounder to 
issue bonds to prevent contamination than to tax for a tolerable level 
of dilution. 

Within 5 years after pollution has been stopped, natural silting and 
flushing by river current will remove present residual pollution. 

Federal, State, and local collaboration to stop pollution is urged as 
an immediate undertaking. 

SILTING 


The problem of silting should be solved at the source through cover 
crops, contour plowing, reforestation, control of construction projects, 
low upstream barricades and other soil-conservation methods. With- 
out logical preventive measures erosion ultimately will deposit silt 
sufficient to turn a high dam into a high mud impoundment. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Engineers and boatmen learn early to respect the power of water. 
American Indians habitually observed waterlines and raised no struc- 
tures in flood areas. Flood control experts yield to impetuous rivers 
by reserving bottom lands for floods, as in tidal flatlands, by building 
only above flood level and by constructing low dams on the feeder, 
tributary streams. 

Following the Potomac flood of 1942 more scrupulous attention 
was paid to reservation of bottom lands for natural inundation, and 
many structures were not rebuilt. This approach, through zoning and 
land-use allocation, is the way to flood-damage security in contrast 
to emergency flood control. 

Flash floods in mountain streams, affecting segments of the main 
Potomac, can be mitigated by the removal of dwellings from the af- 
fected areas and by construction of modest low dams in selected 
ravines. 

HYDROELECTRIC POWER 


Electric energy is the same commodity whether produced by public 
or private enterprise. The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Association has 
taken no position in the controversy between proponents of public and 
private control. 

Its position with respect to the Potomac River is that hydroelectric 
development is neither necessary nor practical. The flow of the 
Potomac is inadequate for significant production, the installation costs 
would be excessive, and the firm net increase of customers served 
would make the undertaking uneconomical. 
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The present capacity of steam plants already operating is about 
1,300,000 kilowatts. In addition, on a standby basis, there is a 100,000,- 
kilowatt surplus capacity. 

The maintained 10 percent overload capacity, and the new plants 
under construction or planned adequately care for the volume of 
demand. 

When we compare this available 100,000-kilowatt standby capacity 
with the 32,900-kilowatt firm capacity estimated by the Army engi- 
neers in House Document No. 622, 79th Congress, 2d session, we note 
that the proposal for hydroelectric energy contemplates development 
of power equal to less than one-third of present standby capacity. 

Moreover, it is probable that the lpdvouléetyie plant alone would 
cost the taxpayer $16 million. 

Actually, the Corps of Engineers’ power capacity estimates are 
based upon 1933 proposals for a higher dam at Great Falls. These 
estimates further assume 100 percent efficiency, the availability of both 
primary and secondary capacity, the construction of many other dams 
to provide a constant flow, and the coincidence of peak demands and 
peak flows. 

We contend that these proposals are unrealistic and impractical, and 
would impose heavy burdens upon taxpayers. 


RECREATION AND RELAXATION 


Among frequent, distressing errors in conceptual approaches to 
planning is a failure to include among human needs adequate parks 
and wild natural preserves, and contrarily, a tendency to regard 
present publicly owned space and even established parks as available 
for conversion to other uses. 

The need for this Potomac River park is a need for human con- 
sumption, of active recreation, or of quiet relaxation from bread- 
winning. Large capital investment in machinery and equipment is 
not necessary for enjoyment of the out-of-doors. Nature demands no 
profit and offers so bountifully of its diverse enticements that individ- 
uals and groups are readily served. 

Opponents of this bill speak of the assets of a high-level dam in 
promoting recreation. Plans for the River Bend Dam include no 
cost estimates for recreation. Moreover, the land-acquisition proposal 
would purchase only 1 foot of bordering right-of-way. The sur- 
rounding land would not be a park or under Government protection. 
Recreation would be dependent upon private developments. 

In gaging physical access to the River Bend Dam it is essential to 
remember that we are in the Piedmont area. A thick layer of almost 
impervious shale is covered with a thick layer of sticky clay topped 
by a thin layer of topsoil. This topsoil is easily removed by surface 
erosion and water inundation. 

By summer vacation time when water levels usually are lower, the 
sportsman or vacationer would face acres of ooze. Even in years of 
uunple impoundment the periodical August drawdown would be neces- 
sary to accommodate September rains. 

When proponents of this dam liken it to the Kerr Dam of the 
Coastal Plain or to western reservoirs we wonder whether they ac- 
tually have observed the Piedmont area. 
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Careful appraisal of all location factors are of vital importance to 
the region and to each individual business concern. Many communi- 
ties have suffered through unwise promotional activities, including 

tax abatements, only to discover that their economies. have been ad- 
versely affected by unrelated, fluctuating, or declining industries 

Alert business management carefully evaluates the factors of im- 
portance to the enterprise; the desirable industry is wary of special 
imducements since its goal is permanence. 

Industries are not desirable on. the Potomac River banks of this 
area. They would not profit by location in flood lands or on cliffs, 
and a Federal park granting easements for proper water access, and 
preserving the natural and historical assets for enjoyment would be 
vital considerations. Beyond this strict zoning should be applied by 
the local goverment jurisdictions. 


AGRICULTURE AND FARM COMMUNITIES 


There is at present an encroachment upon our farms, our most 
fertile soils and upon rural communities by industry, highways and 
urban developments which future generations will charge to our 
account. 

Of similar importance is consideration of the inundation of soils 
and of rural areas which would accompany construction of the River 
Bend Dam. Contour maps are availnile upon which you may observe 
inundation lines. 

THROUGHWAYS AND SPEEDWAYS 


Roads along the tortuous shores and cliffs of the Potomac River are 
impractical as throughways since they would add mileage and con- 
struction costs over more logical sites. With establishment of a Fed- 
eral park, local aceess roads can be economically planned. 

The proposed park would create essential facilities for recourse to 
the out-of-doors extending to distant generations. Alternative pro- 
posals would destroy permanently this ; magnificent asset. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Association is clearly on record as 
in favor of the Hyde bill and urges its approval at once. 

Mrs. Prost. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Cover. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Dr. Cover, I shall be very brief in my questions with 
regard to the dam facilities which Senator Beall and I were disc ussing 
a few moments ago. 

I take it that you are very definitely opposed to dams being placed 
on the river, and therefore you would v itty object to any dev elop- 
ment of that nature, particularly if the area were set out as a national 
park. 

Mr. Cover. I think the position of the group, Madam Chairman, 
and my own is that until such time that a high dam is indicated as 
the only recourse for adequate water supply there is no point in build- 
ing one. 

‘We believe that it is not necessary, that there is at present adequate 
substitute facilities to carry us through certainly 2000 A. D., and 
that other developments of a modern scientific nature are so close 
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to their practical application that we should have no concern about 
this matter whatsoever. 

Mrs. Prost. Regarding the conclusions of 2000 A. D. which you just 
quoted, are those your conclusions or the organization’s# 

Mr. Cover. The organization’s. They are my own, as well. 

Mrs. Prost. I might say, Mr. Cover, this committee print, which is ¢ 
staff report on water supply, 85th Congress, 2d session, is in direct 
opposition to what you are saying. As I recall, I believe the report 
states about three dams will be necessary to take care of water pollution 
and fresh domestic water for Washington and the surrounding area. 

Do I understand you to say that you are opposed to that type of 
dam development also? 

Mr. Cover. I would prefer to say that I believe those statements 
to be erroneous. 

Mrs. Prosr. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Did you have any engineers in your organization 
to help you prepare this statement, Dr. Cover? 

Mr. Cover. The basic material made available and represented in 
this statement was facilitated by engineers as well as other profes- 
sional technical and scientific persons. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. You see, you make several conclusions in here, and 
conclusions which an economist I doubt could arrive at in the way 
you stated. But if you have engineers who have gone over this 
statement and underwrite this statement from an engineering stand- 
point, that is something else. 

Mr. Cover. That is correct; we do have. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Would you at your convenience furnish us with the 
names of those engineers in your organization who have helped pre- 
pare this statement ? 

Mr. Cover. Mr. Aspinall, may I differentiate between the advice 
of the engineers and their provision of information and the prepara- 
tion of this particular statement. 

This particular statement is drawn from the data made available 
and, as a matter of fact, has not been submitted back to any specific 
engineer. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The thing that I object to, Dr. Cover—and I think 
I understand your position—I object to a statement like you have in 
No. 1, which is: ; 


It is our conviction that ample water supply for this area is currently available 
and will be for decades to come. We are certain that objective study of alterna- 
tives to a high dam on the Potomac will provide plans assuring adequate supplies 
of water at lower costs indefinitely. 

Now, that is a conclusion and somebody must have worked it up. 

Mr. Cover. That is right. 

Mr. Asptnauty. And you are an economist; you could not work that 
statement up. 

Mr. Cover. That is not in my field, but I am making the statement, 
vou see, on behalf of the organization. But behind the data we have 
the competence of engineers, geologists, land management persons, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you. 


30331—59—6 
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Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Dr. Cover, I want to congratulate you on your state- 
ment and tell you that I appreciate your having come down here and 
giving us the benefit of it. 

Where are you located ? 

Mr. Cover. You mean my job? 

Mr. Sayvor. Yes. 

Mr. Cover. I am director of the Bureau of Business and Economic 
Research of the University of Maryland. 

Mr. Sartor. How long have you been there? 

Mr. Cover. I am on my 13th year, during which I spent practically 
all of it in the study of this area. 

Mr. Sayior. And these conclusions which you have presented to us 
are based upon your studies, assisted by people that belong to the 
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Association. Is that right? 

Mr. Cover. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Are there engineers that belong to this group ? 

Mr. Cover. There are; very competent engineers. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Saywor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman is doing just exactly what I tried to 
do, but I did not get the names of any engineers who had helped pre- 
pare this statement. 

I think in order to give sufficient validity that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania and the ‘gentleman from Colorado would like to give to 
the statement bearing ‘the conclusions, we should have something in 
the record as to those who are responsible for it. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Cover, do you have a list or is there a list available 
to this committee of the membership of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
Association ? 

Mr. Cover. I shall be glad to request that a membership list be made 
available. 

Mr. Sartor. In handing to the committee this list of the member- 
ship of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Association, could you desig- 
nate the occupation of those people who belong to the association ? 

Mr. Cover. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Where possible. 

Mr. Cover. Yes, sir. 

(The membership list referred to follows :) 


C. & O. CANAL CHARTER MEMBERS 


Irston Barnes, president, Audubon Society of the District of Columbia, Wash- 
ington. D. C. 

George F. Blackburn, secretary, Appalachian Trail Conference, 5208 Allen 
Road, Washington, D. C. 

George Bookman, 1186 Post Road, Scarsdale, N. Y. 

Smith W. Brookhart, Esq., 1700 K Street NW., Washington, D. C., vice president 

Harvey Broome, president, The Wiiderness Society, 4732 Broadway NE., Knox- 
ville, Tenn. 

W. Drew Chick, Jr., Chief Park Naturalist, National Capital Parks, Room 2070, 
Interior Building, Washington, D. C. 

Grant Conway, 6032 Broad Street, Brookmont, Washington, D. C., president 

Dr. John H. Cover, 3731 39th Street NW., Washington, D. C., policy committee 

William E. Davies, 125 West Greenway Boulevard, Falls Church, Va., policy 
committee 
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Justice W. O. Douglas, U. S. Supreme Court, Washington, D. C., executive com- 
mittee 

Jack Durham, Route 1, Box 447, Vienna, Va., secretary. 

Robert N. Estabrook, Washington Post and Times Herald, 1515 L Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

Albert Farwell, Vienna, Va. 

Bernard Frank, U. 8S. Forest Service, Washington, D. C. 

Warren F. Gardner, The Meriden Record Co.. Meriden, Conn. 

Aubrey Graves, Washington Post and Times Herald, 1515 L Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Paul B. Hauck, 8901 Burdette Road, Bethesda, Md., treasurer 

Sgt. Sam Hower, R. F. D. No. 2, Box 213, Annandale, Va. 

George Kennedy, The Evening Star, Washington, D. C. 

William Mersch, 6738 Eastern Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

George Frederick Miller, 6200 Verne Street, Bethesda, Md. 

Dr. Olaus J. Murie, The Wilderness Society, Moose, Wyo., executive committee 

H. L. Norment, 5612 Fifth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Sigurd Olson, president, National Parks Association, 2144 P Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., executive committee 

John Pearmain, 455 Stuart Street, Boston, Mass. 

Merlo J. Pusey, Washington Post and Times Herald, 1515 L Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

William W. Richardson, 153 South Aberdeen, Arlington, Va. 

Colin Ritter, Department of the Air Force, The Pentagon, Arlington, Va. 

Prof. Walter S. Sanderlin, Washington and Jefferson College, Washington, Pa. 

John Schorr, Potomac Electric Power Co., 929 E Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Lewis W. Shollenberger, Columbia Broadcasting System, 1733 De Sales Street 
NW.. Washington, D. C., executive committee 

Anthony Smith, 1316 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., execu- 
tive committee and chairman, policy committee 

Constant Southworth, 4000 Cathedral Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

Donald Stough, R. F. D. No. 2, Box 213, Vienna, Va. 

Charles P. Thomas, 6738 Eastern Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Howard Zahniser, 2144 P Street NW., Washington, D. C., executive committee 


C & O CANAL REGULAR MEMBERS 


Eltinge Arnold, 4914 Dorsett Avenue, Chevy Chase, Md. 

L. R. Batcheller, Post Office Box 17, Tyrone, Pa. 

Stewart M. Brandborg, care of National Wildlife Federation, 232 Carroll Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

Victor Cahalane, New York Museum of Natural History, Albany, N. Y. 

Gene Castleberry, 5513 Weehawken Road, Washington, D. C. 

Henry Caulfield, 6625 31st Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Orville W. Crowder, Lost Valley, Fawn Grove, Pa., policy committee 

Robert L. Farr, 2825 35th Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

Thomas G. Ferguson, Jr., 223 Vilsack Road, Glenshaw, Pa. 

Ellery R. Fosdick, engineer, 6213 Ridge Drive, Washington, Pa., policy com- 
mittee 

Robert Harrigan, 1923 35th Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

Robert Hendricks, 1801 South Quincy, Arlington, Va. 

James W. Johnston, Jr., 217 North Wayne Street, Arlington, Va. 

Capt. G. R. Keating, Naval Receiving Station, BOQ 1-18, Washington, D. C. 

James Kolb, 5409 21st North, Arlington, Va. 

John F. Krasny, 10425 Hayes Avenue, Silver Spring, Md. 

Charles A. Mason, 19 Cheverly Circle, Cheverly, Md. 

Michael Nadel, 4427 North Pershing Drive, Arlington, Va. 

Senator Richard L. Neuberger, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Fred Packard, Lee Forest, Fairfax, Va. 

JI. W. Penfold, Izaak Walton League, 322 Bond Building, Washington, D. C. 

Kenneth W. Pratt. 1457 Ridge Place SE., Washington, D. C. 

Charles Reich, 3801 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

William M. Scott II, 6 Greenview Avenue, Greensburg, Pa. 

Wallace Haynes Walker, 5315 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

Conrad Wirth, Director, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 








80 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


C. & O. CANAL ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 
D. K. Bradley, American White Water Affiliation, 13 West 82d Street, New 
York, N. Y. 
John Frye, Gapland, Md. 
Capt. Henry C. Nichols, Naval Receiving Station, BOQ 1-12, Washingtwn, D. C. 
Charles G. Payne, 12 North Artizan, Williamsport, Md. 
Charles Rickersheuser, care of Justice W. O. Douglas. 
Richard L. Stanton, 2131 O Street NW., Apartment 429, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Cover, you have come here and made an argument 
against a dam on the Potomac River, and supposedly that would be an 
argument for a national park. 

ut I want to say that this committee deals with river develop- 
ment problems all over the United States, and the arguments that you 
are using against a dam on the Potomac are arguments that we hear 
people use against dams on rivers all over the country. 

I, for one, do not accept these types of general arguments against 
dams on rivers, because | am a firm believer in the multiple-purpose 
development of our river system through the construction of dams. 

Now, you can make arguments about going up on the headwaters 
and tributaries and building little dams and leaving the main stream 
run off as it will. I cross the Potomac every day, and I see the fluctua- 
tion of the river. It flows heavy, and then it slacks away. There is 
a tremendous fluctuation. When any kind of river flows off in that 
fashion you are wasting a tremendous amount of water; you are creat- 
ing problems of runoff. 

I just cannot tolerate this type of a general argument against dams 
on rivers. 

I would like to ask about one point. You say that the Corps of 
Engineers is making a study ¢ 

It is our belief that all fundamental facts in this regard are now 
available to us, including the data of the Army engineers. 

If the Corps of Engineers is presently making the study, if it is go- 
ing to take another 2 or 3 or 5 years to make it, how in the world could 
_ presume to know at this time the conclusions of the Corps of 

ngineers as to the proper development of the Potomac River? 

Mr. Cover. May I answer that ? 

Mr. Uttman. Yes. 

Mr. Cover. I also referred that this is a general statement. The 
specifics, of course, followed. 

I should like very much to point out that my personal approach to 
this, and the approach of the organization, would be that every specific 
river and every specific project should be studied on its own merits. 

A good many years ago I directed a study of the Pikes Peak area, 
including multiple-purpose dams, and so forth. That was quite a 
different type of project than this. 

I served as economic adviser to the Ohio Conservancy District of 
Springfield, of which Arthur Morgan was the engineer. That was 
an entirely different type of operation. 

I was called in by Arthur Morgan in connection with the TVA 
development, which again is a different type of river. 

I have spent more than a year in Asia observing the development 
of their dams and other types of economic projects. Most of them 
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have certain things in common, but each of them requires specific 
study. 

The Potomac, in my judgment, is a different kind of river from most 
of our western United States rivers, for instance. 

On this other matter, the Army engineers have been studying and 
reporting their recommendations for a great many years. You may 
recall that at one time they recommended 14 dams. That was defeated 
by the Congress. At this particular time they included among the 
14 one very high dam at Great Falls. 

The basic arguments which have been used and are being used cur- 
rently by the opponents of this particular bill and to which I have 
addressed my statement, base their data upon this unusually high 
dam at the falls, plus about four other dams included in the analysis, 
and give the resulting data as though it referred exclusively to the 
River Bend Dam above Great Falls. 

I think there is a very definite need for careful review of the avail- 
able information, regardless of the source, and our contention is that 
through these many years of the proposals of the Corps of Engineers 
that we have, so far as a River Bend Dam or other dams in this imme- 
diate vicinity affecting this proposed national park, all of the infor- 
mation which we are going to get. 

Now, at present the Army. engineers are making this study, as I 
think Senator Beall and others indicated, upstream. Now, that is 
something additional, something quite outside of this particular area. 
I am making no comment whatsoever upon those proposals which 
have not yet been released. 

Mr. Uttman. Are you implying that the Corps of Engineers is 
not considering—that they are completely ignoring the lower river 
stretches and they are beyond the scope of their present study ? 

Mr. Cover. No. 

Mr. Uttman. I think you would be the first to admit you cannot 
study a river system unless you study it all, and that the type of devel- 
opment you get downstream is going to depend upon the type of devel- 
opment you have upstream. 

Mr. Cover. That is right. 

Mr. U LEMAN. So I think your argument does not follow, and Sen- 
ator Beall’s argument does not follow, that just because this is merely 
a study of an upstream problem you should ignore or leave out con- 
sideration of the downstream aspects of the suckin because the Corps 
of Engineers is going to certainly come up with some new or different 
recommendations of downstream development based upon the develop- 
ment upstream. Is that not so? 

Mr. Cover. We hopeso. 

Mr. Sartor. If the gentleman will yield, that does not necessarily 
follow. 

Mr. Cover. Not at all. 

Mr. Untman. It does not necessarily follow, but the gentleman 
certainly will admit you cannot study one tributary of a river or one 
stretch of a river without taking into consideration all of the river. 

Mr. Saytor. I will concede that point, but I do hope that members 
of the committee who are taking this unusual approach and careful 
look at the rivers in the East would be half as careful when they come 
to taking the overall picture of the rivers in the West. 
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Mr. Uutiman. I will say to the gentleman that he is an opponent 
of dams most anyplace, and that he does not take a very good look in 
many instances at some of our rivers in the West. Certainly I am 
not going to argue the point with him. 

But what I want to stress, Dr. Cover, is the fact—and this is the 
reason I am bringing these questions out—is the fact that other wit- 
nesses have come here and have said, “We want this park now.” This 
is the general type of testimony we are receiving. 

We want this park now, and it will in no way interfere with the future con- 
struction of dams, and if the Corps of Engineers or anybody else should come 
up with a system of dams, then the situation is not going to be any different 
than it is today, and then we will face the problem when it comes up. We are 
not opposed to the construction of dams, we just want the park. 

But you are taking a totally different approach. You have not 
argued for the park, you have argued against dams. I think you are 

taking an honest position, and I do not know whether any of the 
other “people who have testified would go along with your position 

I am disturbed about a statement that you made that flood control 
is related to land-use zoning and conservation measures known to all 
of us, and you say: 

A frontal barrier in the form of a dam would be of limited and temporary 
value. 

I do not know what makes the Potomac any different than other 
rivers around the country that run off in this irregular pattern. A 
frontal barrier is the traditional way of regulating the flow of the 
river. 

Out West, certainly we build our little dams way up in the head- 
waters and it helps, but the fact remains, no matter how many dams 
you build up in the headwaters, you are going to have this tremendous 
runoff on the main stem and somehow you have to build up a frontal 
barrier to have flood control. I think the same applies here. 

Would you not agree with that statement ? 

Mr. Cover. I should like to reiterate, with respect to the first part 
of your statement, that I think the contention in this argument is, 
first, that we should not delay until the Army engineers come up with 
this report, which may be some time beyond 1960 or maybe 1965, 
because it is not necessary to do so. 

So that you see, I am arguing for the park, which I have done 
within the first few paragraphs of my statement, and which I do 
at the end of the statement again. I present an argument for the 
park. 

What I have attempted to do is to indicate that the arguments which 
the opponents to this park are going to offer, or have offered, are 
basically irrelevant: First, that we should not, we have no need to 
await the Army engineers’ study. 

In the second place, that the various proposals of a multipurpose 
nature for a high-level dam at River Bend are impractical and 
uneconomical, and from a physical point of view this particular 
Potomac River does not yield to that kind of treatment. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. Certainly I will yield. 

Mrs. Prost. I should like to quote from the staff report of the Joint 
Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, headed by Senator 
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Bible, of Nevada, as chairman; Congressman Hyde being vice chair- 
man; Senator Wayne Morse and Senator J. Glenn Beall, of Mary- 
land, with Senator John L. McMillan, of South Carolina, and Con- 
gressman Howard W. Smith of Virginia. 

This report calls attention to the fact that in 1850 a conduit was 
constructed to bring water from Great Falls. This conduit was 9 feet 
in diameter and had a capacity in excess of 106 million gallons per 
day, which was more than 35 times, and maybe 50 times, the water 
demand in 1850. 

It goes on to say that no such foresighted planning has taken place 
since that time to meet the water needs of the greater Washington area. 
It says that this system must now be expanded again to provide for the 
near future. 

The population to be served will shortly increase to the point where the free 
flow of the Potomac can no longer guarantee a continued adequae supply. 
Various plans for storing the flow of the river are now being examined. 

Then it says of Virginia: 

Like Washington and suburban Maryland, suburban Virginia must make plans 
to secure additional water. It must decide whether to undertake a plan that 
will provide for the century to come, or whether, by temporary expedients, to 
postpone for several years at a time the inevitable impact of the future. 

They back up what they say by showing these are engineering 
studies. 

This report contains a table which shows as of the 1950 census the 
population in Washington, D. C.; Montgomery County, Md.; Prince 
Georges County, Md., ete., taking in the entire area, was 1,464,089, and 
projected to the year 2000 it will be 4,800,000 in the same area. 

Turning now to another phase which I think is most important, the 
report calls attention to the low flow of the river and how it affects 
the water-pollution problem. It states: 

The flow in the Potomac River to which existing and planned abatement works 
have been designed has generally been taken at 650 million gallons per day. Any 
flow substantially below this would be assumed to result in objectional conditions 
arising in the river. Therefore, while the 650 million gallons per day is not a 
direct demand on the treated water supply, it is a demand on the river. 

Then they go on to say that in 1930 the flow was as low as 506 million 
gallons per day, and the Potomac River which is now tapped at Great 
Falls and is to be tapped at Little Falls is the sole source for the 
Washington water supply. S 

In this area, the river has a drainage area of 11,460 square miles and an aver- 
age flow of 7.5 billion gallons per day. The flow fluctuates widely, however, and 
a low flow of 506 million gallons per day occurred in 1930. 

The average total demand on the system is currently approximately 135 million 
gallons per day, but in past years the average demand has exceeded 165 million 
gallons per day. 

We have charts which set out the fact that even though in 1960 the 
average per capita consumption is only 81 gallons, by the year 2000 the 
requirement will be 108 gallons per individual. 

So they have pointed out what seems to me to be some rather perti- 
nent facts in their report. We on the committee recognize the legisla- 
tion before us establishes a park and does not include a provision or a 
plan to provide storage dams. 

Now the thing I want to establish beyond a question of a doubt is 
that, if a park were established, we are not going to be confronted with 
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the people themselves needing water in the area not only for domestic 
and industrial purposes but also for water-pollution problems and for 
power purposes which will be necessary to meet the expanding popula- 
tion requirements in the next 40 years. I do not think we should be 
shortsighted for we are considering a piece of legislation that could, 
by establishing a national park, preclude the possibility of constructing 
the necessary reservoirs that we may need for future generations. 

The reason I asked the questions of you in the beginning was the fact 
that you were making it very definite that you were against that type 
of impoundment of water on the Potomac, and it worries me. 

Mr. Cover. May I point out that in the remainder of my state- 
ment I used the data from the United States Geological Survey, the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey, and the Sanitary Engi- 
neer’s Office of the District of Columbia as the material upon which 
some of my argument is based. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield further ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. In view of this type of report, based upon engineer- 
ing data, are you still of the same opinion that you would be opposed 
to the impoundment of water to meet the expanding future needs? 

Mr. Cover. My response is the same as I said at the very beginning 
If at some time in the future it was shown that the only possibility 
of getting adequate water for the variety of uses were to place a 
dam in the Potomac main stem, certainly I personally would not 
oppose it. 

It is my belief, first of all, that many of these statements are simply 
estimates, as my own must be, and that, for instance, the estimate 
of population by projection is a very serious approach technologically 
to an estimate of a future population. It is a very delicate thing. 

Mr. Pitxi0on. Will the gentlelady yield ? 

Mrs. Prosr. I do not have the time. The gentleman from Oregon 
has the time. 

Mr. Pixtron. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. Certainly I will yield. 

Mr. Pittton. I am trying to clarify this in my mind, Doctor. As 
I understand it, you are in favor of the establishment of this park? 

Mr. Cover. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Priuion. And are you in favor also of that provision in the 
Senate bill which states that Congress may in the ature authorize 
works for improvement and extension of navigation, or for flood 
control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the development of hydro- 
electric power or other purposes ? 

In other words, would you be willing to see the river used for 
other purposes than just mere park purposes in the event that it was 
found to be necessary in the future ? 

Mr. Cover. That is the official position of the organization for 
which I am testifying. 

Mr. Piuttion. Then there is no argument; is there ? 

Mrs. Prosr. Fine. 

Mr. Pitu10n. That completes it. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman, I have taken up too much time 
and we still have another Member. I have one other point I would 
like to bring out. 
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I am a firm supporter of conservation and have always supported 
it, but a lesson of conservation that those of us living in the West 
have had brought home rather sharply in many of our areas is that 
conservation also means the full utilization of water for all other 
purposes. 

We have the responsibility of looking ahead 10 or 20 years and 
analyzing the need. That is why it is so important that we get to 
the bottom of these matters. 

Mr. Pitui0on. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Uttman. I would be happy to yield the fioor so that the gentle- 
man can have his time. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Pitit0on. I have one more question, Doctor. 

Is there no demand or thought of possible development along the 
river for industry? Will this preclude the establishment of industry 
along this hundred-and-some miles of river so that no industry can 
be built along there? 

Mr. Cover. I think not. I wish it were possible to have presented 
the total of a study here which we have made. As a matter of fact, it 
is the outcome of about 12 years of study of this area 

We have included the study of the ‘dispersal of ‘industry, the loca- 
tion of industry. We have been advising the State, the interstate 
groups, the communities on the types of industry which would be to 
their advantage, and we tried to cooperate with industries which were 
examining locations. 

We feel, as to the advantage to localities as well as the individual 
businesses, that location along the area which is proposed for this 
particular national park would be detrimental to both. 

In the past some industries have made the mistake of attempting 
to locate on low lands. It has been very costly. 

We feel that back from the river, to begin with, is the best location, 
provided it does not encroach upon the best soil of the area. That is 
one of the criteria which we want to protect for the future production 
of food and other raw materials of farming. 

The other thing is this: that in the defense setup—for instance, we 
have made a study of the relationship. We published one article on 
the possibility of the H-bomb and what effect it would have with fall- 
out and destruction, and so forth, in the area of this region. We feel 
from a security point of view— 

Mr. Puut0n. If that happens, I do not think we ought to worry 
about anything. 

Mr. Cover. That is right, except that the industries are interested 
in locating, you see, where they would not be the first target at least. 
We have even taken that me consideration in our studies of location, 
and the river is not the area for them. 

Mr. Pinion. It reminds me of World War II when every little ham- 
let of 200 people thought they were going to be the first ones to be 
bombed. That was the hysteria all through World War II. Every- 
one thought theirs was the place that was going to be bombed because 
they had a little machine shop employing 50 ) people. 

Evidently there is no great demand, then, for sources of employment 
along this area? There is no great public clamor for the establishment 
of industry in this area? 
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Mr. Cover. Not the type of desirable industry which would exist over 
a long period of time to the economic advantage of the community. 
There are plenty of fly-by- nights. 

Mr. Pirxion. Of course, it is pretty hard to find an employer who 
will invest a couple of million dollars to suit the residents in a par- 
ticular area and put the kind of a plant up the residents want rather 
than the kind of a plant that will make money and furnish employ- 
ment. 

I have no further questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Tuomson. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further committee questions ? 

Mr. Pirtion. [have one other comment. 

While you are worrying about the farmland, I would like to point 
out, Doctor, that we are trying to pay farmers to take millions of areas 
out of cultivation. So I would not get too worried about the farmlands. 

Mr. Cover. Might I just comment, but it is the specific acreage that 
we are interested in. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. I'am sorry the House is going in session early today 
because we have a request from an out- of-town witness who may not 
be able to return. However, the Chair hopes the witness will find it 
possible to return. 

Is Mr. Forest Coakley, manager of the Southern Maryland Electric 
Co-op of Hughesville, Md., in the room at this time? 

Mr. Coaktey. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Coakley, if and when the committee holds addi- 
tional hearings, will it be possible for you to be present to request that 
your statement be submitted at the time opposing witnesses appear ? 

Mr. Coaxtry. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. John Aiker, assistant manager of the Choptank 
Electric Co-op of Benton, Md. Is he here? 

Mr. Arxer. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. We are glad to know you are here. 

Guy Lucas, assistant manager of the Virginia Electric Co-op of 
Bowling Green, Va. Is he here? 

Mr. Lucas. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. We are sorry we have not been able to get to you 
people, but at the next meeting of our committee to consider this leg- 
islation. we will proceed with the proponent witnesses, and following 
the proponent witnesses we will hear Conrad Wirth, Director of the 
Park Service, who will have a map prepared and give us a better idea 
of the actual area that is involved, and then the « opposing witnesses 
will be heard. 

Since the House is in session, and due to the fact there are long lists 
of proponent witnesses, I would like to continue to get statements 
on the record from those people who are here, particularly if there is 
someone who is from out of town, so long as a point of order is not 
made. 

Is there anyone in the hearing room this morning that has come 
quite a distance and may be inconvenienced by having to return at 
some future time? Rather than to take you in the sequence that you 
are listed, we would like to take you in the sequence of distance. 
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Is someone here from a distance who will hold up their hand and 
we will hear from you? Otherwise we will call the next person on 
the scheduled list. 

The next person on the list, then, is Mr. Michael Nadel, representing 
the Wilderness Society. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL, REPRESENTING THE 
WILDERNESS SOCIETY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Napext. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Michael Nadel, assistant executive secretary of the Wilderness So- 
ciety. The Wilderness Society was founded in 1935. It is a national, 
nonprofit citizens’ conservation organization, with a membership of 
approximately 11,000 in our 48 States, the Territories of Alaska and 
Hawaii, and other countries. The headquarters are at 2144 P Street, 
Washington 7, D.C. 

The proposal to establish a substantial part of the storied Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Canal as a national historical park is one which is of 
more than ordinary interest to the Wilderness Society. 

It was in the offices of the Wilderness Society that the planning was 
advanced in connection with the hike that was heard of around the 
world—the dramatic hike in 1954 of United States Supreme Court 
Justice William O. Douglas and a group of zealous men along the 
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal—a trek of 189 miles from Cumberland to 
Washington, D. C. This was a trek, mind you, along a continuous 
path, bordered by an environment of varied beauty and mood, a living 
kaleidoscope of nature’s attributes, leading for 189 miles right into 
the arms of the Nation’s Capital. 

Dr. Claus J. Murie, director of the Wilderness Society, and himself 
one of the 9 men to complete the entire 189-mile walk, said that “one 
of the outstanding attributes of the 8-day venture was the character of 
the hikers,” each one “dedicated to some phase of the public welfare or 
having that zeal for the public good that marks the dedicated man.’ 
This dedicated trek was all- significant in focusing the attention of 
the Nation on what was here at stake. 

The C. & O. Canal has an enduring value. It is truly associated 
with pioneering aspects of American life, with the westward drive, 
with heroic dreams and decisive competitions in our transportation 
history, with early leaders who are the weft of American traditions 
and culture. To perpetuate this great landmark for this reason alone 
would serve the nalile purposes of educational and inspirational 
history. 

We are thrice blessed, however. For we have not only a monument 
of historical associations here. We have also a vital museum, on its 
native location, of the original lock houses and water locks, the tow- 
path, the living engineering whole of it. And we have it, for the most 
part, in a natural setting which is by turn wild and pastorial, primitive 
and gentle, appealing to those who appreciate nature in its different 
aspects. The canal, its towpath, and their environs can be likened to 
a major musical composition, now light and nimble, now reflective or 
passive, now somber or forbidding, now heroic. 

Nature students who include professional and recreational botanists, 
ornithologists, and wildlife observers; historians; and recreationists 
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who include hikers, campers, canoers, cyclists, picnickers, fishermen, 
and others can enjoy the canal in its various parts to the degree of 
their abilities and inclinations. For here, like a huge carpet, is spread 
out the opportunity for the suburban, the rural, or the wilderness- 
flavor experience. 

The associations with our early history which we have mentioned, 
with the setting for nature study and varied recreation, with its 
enhancement of the Potomac River, which in turn is enhancing to it, 
make the old Chesapeake & Ohio Canal an honest subject for a national 
historical park. Such status would be protective both to the beauty 
of the river and to the canal. 

The C. & O. Canal belongs to the Nation. The environs of the canal 
make it live and breathe. Without its environs it would have no more 
virility than an exhibit in a showcase. 

To preserve and cherish this rich heirloom—a little worn by time 
and misuse, but easily responsive te wise measures of restoration— 
would earn the gratitude of generations, and be a tribute to the fore- 
sighted people w vho can make it possible. 

We need the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, 
a monumental path and embowered waterway joining the Capital and 
the Nation. 

Therefore we support the measure before you which provides for 
establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park. We do hope that in considering the measure your committee 
will think it wise not to concur in the ‘amendment which appears on 
page 5, line 12, et cetera, of the Senate version, S. 77, namely: 

That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park purposes shall not debar or limit, or abridge its use for sueh works as 
Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and extension of naviga- 
tion, or for flood control or irrigation or drainage, or for the development of 
hydroelectric power or other purposes. 

Since this language reserves to the Congress a right it already pos- 
sesses in fact, its inclusion in the measure could only be considered as 
arousing needless controversy. 

In conclusion, Madam Chairman, I point to a special issue of 
The Living Wilderness, spring 1954, which I hold in my hand. Dr. 
Howard Zahniser, our executive secretary, is editor of The Living 
Wilderness. This special issue is devoted to the significance of the 

ee - 
C.&O. Canal. It is illustrated with photographs which give a feeling 
of what we are talking about. 

Because this special issue of The Living Wilderness so clearly 
emphasizes the values which make the old Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
so prominently desirable as a national historical park, I ask permission 
to file a copy of the magazine for the record. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, the magazine named will be placed 
in the file. 

I am a bit confused at this point from the testimony we have re- 
ceived this morning, and I would like to ask you whether or not it is 
your understé nding that this legislation covers the entire length of 
the C. & O. Canal or whether we are merely taking a 50- or 60-mile 
strete - on one end of the canal? What is your understanding? 

Mr. Napex. My understanding is that we are taking in an area from 
somewhere above Great Falls to somewhere within the vicinity of 
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Cumberland, but perhaps not up to Cumberland itself. I am not 
certain of that. 

Mrs. Prost. How many miles in length do you estimate this area 
to be? 

Mr. Naveu. I think perhaps one-hundred-and-some-sixty miles are 
involved. That is my impression. It is not a certainty. 

Mrs. Prost. I might ask you my usual question: Should we estab- 
lish the park, would your organization come back opposing river 
development necessary to take care of the expanding population in the 
area ¢ 

Mr. Napew. At this time we are on record as opposing the proposed 
River Bend Dam, and I believe any dam below Harpers Ferry, re- 
gardless of whether the park were established or not. 

' Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. 
Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. No questions, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Next is Edward N. Munns, representing Nature Conservancy. 

Mr. Spencer M. Soiru (Citizens Committee on Natural Resources). 
I am Spencer Smith, representing the Citizens Committee on Natura! 
Resources. Mr. Munns had to leave, and he left a one-page state- 
ment which he respectfully asks be included in the record. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Without objection, the statement, which is in favor of the legisla- 
tion, submitted by Mr. Munns, will be included in the record. 

Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD N. MUNNS, REPRESENTING NATURE CONSERVANCY 


Nature Conservancy supports H. R. 1145 which would establish a national 
historical park along the route of the old C. & O. Canal together with some addi- 
tional lands. 

Our organization believes that the public needs parks of many types and that 
the time to establish them is in the immediate present rather than at some 
future time. Our reason is based on our rapidly growing population. We must 
act now to provide the park areas that other generations will undoubtedly need. 

Some of these recreational lands will be required to meet merely the demands 
for open space. Others will be intensively used to satisfy our increasing urban 
people. Some will have use as sanctuaries or as wilderness to provide secluded 
areas for spiritual uplift. And some must preserve for future generations 
samples or relics of past culture, and historical mementos of our Nation's 
development. 

The proposed historical park can and will meet these objectives in various 
degrees. It will provide for intensive and extensive use, and preserve a sample 
of our culture and growth in the field of industry and transportation. 

By establishing this park we will preserve one of these precious gems which 
we have inherited from our past and which we must hand down to our children 
as part of their inheritance. 

It is the hope of Nature Conservancy that the bill will be approved as it now 
lies before this committee. 


Mrs. Prosr. Our next witness is Mr. Joseph W. Penfold. 
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STATEMENT OF J. W. PENFOLD, REPRESENTING THE IZAAK 
WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Penrotp. Madam Chairman and gentlemen; the Izaak Walton 
League of America is pleased to support H. R. 1145 and S. 77 for the 
establishment of the Chespeake and Ohio Historical Park. 

For a generation league membership, not only in adjacent areas but 
nationwide, has interested itself in the rotection, press nation, and 
development of the great public values of this unique area 

It is a national treasure as well as being of great rec reational poten- 
tial to the millions who now live, or in the future will live, near the 
Potomac Basin. 

The league has been slow to endorse national historical park status 
as the best means to protect and develop the potentials of the area. 

However, the questions and problems which had given us concern 
in the past have now been resolved carefully, thoughtfully, and ami- 
cably between the National Park Service and those most directly and 
immediately concerned. 

Moreover, basic understanding and rapport have developed which 
should make it certain that problems or questions which might arise 
during the development of the park will be anticipated and resolved 
before they become realities. 

Therefore, the Izaak Walton League is happy to join in urging 
this committee’s favorable action on the bill to establish the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio National Historical Park. 

I would like to sapien that Mr. Edwin S. Turner, State president 
of the Izaak Walton League of Maryland, was supposed to be here 
this morning but unfortunately he has been ill. I understand that 
he has written the chairman a letter stating his position in support of 
this legislation and the position of the Mary land division of the Izaak 
Walton League. 

Mrs. Prost. I would like to ask you, Mr. Penfold, was Mr. Turner’s 
letter one of those enumerated by the Chair yesterday ? Q 

Mr. Penrowp. I believe not. I do not think I heard you mention 
his name. : 

Mrs. Prost. I do not seem to be in possession of Mr. Turner’s letter. 
Perhaps at a future meeting of the committee, in the event that Mr. 
Turner’s statement has not reached us by that time, it can be included, 
or perhaps Mr. Turner would like to testify. 

Mr. Penrowp. I will check on it and see that a copy is sent to you, 
so lam sure you wi] have it. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Penfold, you are in favor of the legislation ? 

Mr. Penrotp. Yes, indeed. | 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Penfold, in view of the fact you represent a very 
important organization, I would like to ask w hether or not you would 
vigorously oppose the type of multiple-purpose water development 
which I think is so ve ry necessary if we are to meet our expanding 
needs not only of the Washington, D. C., area, but the entire Nation / 

Mr. Penrotp. Madam Chairman, I think that the Izaak Walton 
League would look at that question, just as it tries to all problems in 
the ‘development of river basins, on a basis of the evidence and the 
information available at that time, and our decision would be made 
accordingly. 
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As the other gentlemen have said earlier, certainly if construction of 
a dam or dams is the only solution to imperative water problems, then 
certainly specific interests must bow to requirements of the total popu- 
lation. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 

vania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. SaYLor. No questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utitman. No questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Tomson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Penfold. 

Mr. Penroup. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. I have here a note from Mr. Packard, who says that he 
has a supplementary statement which he feels will be of value to us. 
Would you please come forward, Mr. Packard? He says this is in 
answer. to the repetitious questions I have been asking w ith regard to 
multiple-purpose river development. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF FRED M. PACKARD, REPRESENTING 
THE NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Packarp. Madam Chairman, thank you very much for this 
opportunity to make this further statement. 

Mrs. Prosr. Before we start, let me say that the gentleman from 
Colorado, Mr. Aspinall, stated last evening he was taking your state- 
ment with him and would want to question 1 you. Iam sorry, but he 
had to leave because the House is in session. So we will probably need 
to call you back at a future time so the gentleman from Colorado may 
question } you, 

Mr. Packarp. I will be delighted, and he will probably have ques- 
tions on this statement, as well. 

My purpose in asking to present this was that it relates directly to 
the question that is foremost in your mind. Accordingly, it is 1 page 
long and I think the fastest way to proceed is to read it. 

I will skip the first paragraph which apologizes for my absence, 
which did not occur. 

The questioning so far indicates there is only one important question 
about which uncertainly may exist. That is whether the Senate 
amendment which specifies that enactment of this legislation will not 
debar further consideration of dams on the Potomac, which would 
affect the lands within the new park, should or should not be incor- 
porated into H. R. 1145. 

Were time not a serious factor, we should object to its inclusion on 
the grounds of principle; but since the adjournment of Congress is 
approaching, we believe it more important that this national park be 
established now, by this Congress. 

Inasmuch as the Senate version contains the amendment, and should 
the House version omit it, enactment would be delayed by the necessity 
of going to conference, we reluctantly agree that the two bills should 
be alike. 

Whether or not this amendment is included, or whether or not the 
park is established, the proponents of dams on the Potomac wil! have 
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to request review of their plans and the justification for them by the 
Congress at a future date. When that time comes—and Congressman 
Hyde indicated that it will be some years hence—the Congress will 
decide whether that proposal is in the national interest and act 
accordingly. 

The issue now is not to decide whether the Potomac should be 
dammed or not, or which of the innumerable proposals for doing so 
that have been made during the past 30 years or more should be 
accepted ultimately. 

The immediate problem is that the C. & O. Canal property has 
been in Park Service custody for 20 years, and that until now it has 
not been possible to provide those improvements and facilities to 
serve the urgent needs of the people for recreation. 

Enactment of this legislation by the Congress will permit the Park 
Service to apply the Mission 66 program fully to the C. & O. Canal 
property. This action is needed now; it should not be deferred for 
a period of years awaiting solution of one of the most complex prob- 
lems in the Potomac region, namely, the wisest way to provide water 
benefits to the vicinity. 

The National Parks Association would much prefer the park to be 
established without specifying in the legislation Congress’ power to 
authorize dams which may affect the area. Congress always has that 
power, with or without such a provision, But the present question is 
whether the park can be established now, without further delay. 

There is precedent for such action. The acts establishing Rocky 
Mountain, Glacier, Kings Canyon, Yosemite, and Grand Canyon Na- 
tional Parks, and—with respect to the Brown’s Park project—Dino- 
saur National Monument, carried similar provisions. 

Determination of whether the water development facilities should 
or should not be authorized in these areas was a matter of future dis- 
cussion, to be considered on their own merits when the proper time 
arose. 

Therefore, we believe the national interest and that of the people 
as a whole will be served by enacting the legislation before the pres- 
ent Congress adjourns. 

It is not feasible to attempt to settle now the myriad questions about 
how the Potomac Valley should be served in other ways: legislation 
to achieve these other purposes is not before the Congress, and may 
not be for some years. 

The valley and its people need this park, and the evidence presented 
at this hearing demonstrates their overwhelming desire to have it. 
It would be a disservice to them and to the country as a whole to 
deprive them of it on the grounds that answers to other problems 
must be obtained first. 

We urge that this subcommittee report this legislation favorably 
as quickly as possible, so that the whole Congress will have an op- 
portunity to act on it and to establish this important national park. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman, there is a quorum call on the floor 
of the House and I make the point of order that the House is in 
session. 

Mrs. Prost. The point of order is well taken. 
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Without objection, a brief letter from Mr. R. M. Meehan, a sea- 
food distributor, in favor of the legislation; also a letter from the 
Western Maryland Wildlife Federation signed by Herbert L. Knepp, 
will be included in the record. 

Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered, and the committee stands adjourned. 

(The letters follow :) 

WESTERN MARYLAND WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Frostburg, Md., June 26, 1958. 
Hon. Mrs. GRACIE PFost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE MapAM: The Western Maryland Wildlife Federation, consisting 
of the 22 above-named clubs, with 4,000 dues-paying members from Allegany and 
Garrett County of western Maryland, wishes an amendment to H. R. 1145, 
giving the public the privilege to continue hunting on the now State-owned 
ground. 

All forms of recreation have been mentioned except hunting. We feel that 
hunting is also a form of recreation. We also know that the particular area 
involved is the best hunting grounds in the State of Maryland, and we cannot 
afford to lose it. 

We feel sure that an amendment could be added to the bill, just as it was in 
the Cape Hatteras National Seashore in the State of North Carolina, approved 
August 17, 19387 (50 Stat. 669). 

Please record this letter in the records of your hearing. 


Very sincerely yours, 
HERBERT L. KNEPP. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., June 30, 1958. 
Hon. GRactge Prost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. Prost: On behalf of Mrs. Meehan and myself, we wish to go on 
record in regard to S. 77 and companion bill H. R. 1145 as being greatly in favor 
of same. 

We own and live on a farm that borders along 1,900 feet of the canal in upper 
Montgomery County, Md. 

In the 7 years we have lived there, there has been only a scattering person 
or two who ever used the canal area, except during the hunting season. 

In every State I have visited there is generally a nice parkway along most 
rivers. 

We will not testify. 

Yours very truly, 
R. M. MEEHAN. 


( een at 11:25 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 15, 1958 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LaNnps oF THE 
ComMITTreeE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to other business, in the committee 
room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The next bill before the committee for consideration is 
H. R. 1145 and 8. 77. 

Our first witness is Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park 
Service. 

At our first hearing Mr. Wirth appeared, but the time was short, 
there being many out-of-town witnesses to be heard, and we said we 
would have him back. 

I am sorry, Mr. Wirth, that we have only a few minutes remaining 
again this morning, but you may proceed. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Wirtn. Let me explain this map, if I may, very rapidly here, 
then. You asked for a map last time. 

We have detailed maps here on a big scale showing exactly what land 
we own. 

Briefly, we own the land now, some 5,000 acres, the entire canal, some 
places going down to the river and up here [indicating] to Cumber- 
land. 

The proposed bill will allow us to add 10,000 acres to the 5,000 we 
now have, which would be spotted here [ indicating ], and we would take 
time in the next 5 years in the course of the bill to work out with the 
State of Maryland just what land should be included. 

The yellow dots in our preliminary studies show where our various 
recreation areas would be developed. The dark blue shows the section 
of the canal that would be put in recreational use of the type shown 
in the pictures that I have asked to be given to the committee. Aque- 
ducts, and so forth, would be restored. 

Paw Paw Tunnel here has already been fixed up under our present 
authority. 

The red part here [indicating] is the parkway that we have been 
talking about, the 23 miles which runs from here to here [indicating]. 
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It is across here where this zigzags back and forth that is one of the 
most beautiful parts of the Potomac River. 

That is the only parkway road in the whole project. There will 
be side roads connecting, and the rest of it will be wilderness for camp- 
ing, hiking, picnicking, swimming—things of that sort—and they 
will come from the side Maryland roads into it. 

We have already received a communication from the Maryland 
Inland Game and Fish Commission, from Mr. King, from whom I 
believe the chairman has a letter, and my reply in a letter to them on 
the 23d, in which we talked about certain controls I have outlined in 
here and which he has indicated are entirely satisfactory to their com- 
mission. 

There is one more thing, Madam Chairman, and that is this: 

The dam that is to be built—or is being considered, I should say— 
starts here [indicating] and will flood up to about here [indicating]. 

My point is this: That this land now is park land. When the time 
comes to build the dam, there will be under consideration whether 
you are going to flood this or what other park lands you would flood. 

In other words, this bill does not in any way, shape, or manner 
prevent further consideration of the dam. 

Put on a proportional basis, this is about one-fourth of the canal 
property in Federal ownership would be flooded. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Wirth. 

Next Tuesday we have two bills regularly scheduled. I donot know 
whether time will permit, but I hope, Mr. Wirth, you will keep your- 
self available so that if we have additional time we will also have 
further testimony from you. 

Mr. Wirtu. May I say this: I will be out in your country on next 
Tuesday. I appreciate not being left out; but if I am not here, I 
would like to have Mr. Ben Thompson and Mr. Harrison come up and 
represent me and make the complete presentation. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 13, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuscoMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANpDs OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 1324, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prosr. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of H. R. 1145 and Senate bill 


77. 

The bill is to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park and to provide for the administration and mainte- 
nance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, and for other purposes. 

We will continue our hearings this morning by hearing from Mr. 
Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park Service, accom- 
panied by Mr. Frank E. Harrison, special assistant to the Direetor. 

It is understood that we are starting to take testimony with not a 

uorum present and, of course, we can continue to get testimony on 
the record with less than a quorum, but actually we will have had a 
quorum present if any action is taken on the measure. 

Mr. Wirth and Mr. Harrison. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK E. HARRISON, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Mr. Wirru. Madam Chairman, I believe as we stand today the 
Department’s report has been on file and I have read a good part of 
that in previous testimony at a different hearing, and I think per- 
haps I should take as little time as possible to bring out a few points 
so that the rest may have an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Madam Chairman, I am desirous that Mr. Wirth 
take as much time as necessary to show us the area involved, the 
change in status, and all the land along this parkway that is pro- 
posed by this legislation, because that is fundamental and as yet no- 

has been able to advise this committee to that effect. 

Mr. Wirrn. Allright, sir. I will be very glad to do that. 

Mrs. Prost. I might state that the Chair concurs in Mr. Aspinall’s 
request, because there was great confusion after the hearing of the 
proponent witnesses, 
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Mr. Wirru. First, I want to explain that this is a very large area 
in length, running from Washington up to Cumberland, so it 1s very 
hard to show it in detail on a map that we could present here, so we 
tried to do it in a way that would give you an idea of the relation- 
ship of the kind of things we are talking about. We do have a com- 
plete roll of sections of this map that w ould go on and would take in 
the whole section. 

But what we have here, Madame Chairman, is a canal that was built 
during the early days of competition between — and water 
transportation. And a number of years later the B. & O. Railroad, 
which had bought out the canal, sold it to the Federal Rcvenmeunn in 
the 1930’s for an extension of the parkway. 

So at the present time the Federal Government has as a historical 
park dealing with the history and the dev elopment of transportation 
the complete canal, all the way from Rock Creek Park in Washington, 
through Georgetown, on up past Great Falls, all the way up to Cum- 
berland, Md., the lands that were owned by the transportation com- 
pany, later by the B. & O., and now by the Federal Government. It 
comprises the right-of-way and lands they owned for their locks and 
extra pieces of property that they bought at the time they bought 
the right-of-way that ran down to the river. 

Mr. Asprnatiu. Now, Madam Chairman, what is the width of the 
right-of-way ? 

Mr. Wirtn. That width varies, all the way from maybe a few hun- 
dred feet to maybe in a few places a quarter of a mile, depending on 
the location. 

Mr. Asprnatu. All the lots and various facilities of the operation of 
the canal have come into possession of the United States at the same 
time the right-of-way did; is that correct ? 

Mr. Wrrtn. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatu. How did we obtain that right-of-way and the at- 
tendant property ? 

Mr. Wirtn. It was purchased in 1937 or 1936 by the Federal Gov- 
ernment from the B. & O. Railroad. 

Mr. Asprnaty. All right. 

Mr. Wirtu. Now, all along this canal there are locks, aqueducts, 
in which the canal goes over a valley. Up here at Paw Paw there is 
a tunnel which has recently just been repaired with funds appropri- 
ated by Congress, where the canal goes right through the mountain 
out of the tunnel. It is a very interesting piece of early brickwork 
in there, with bricks some six layers thick forming a very beautiful 
arch. Tt was falling down there and it was rep: aired. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Wirth, would you yield there a moment ? 

How many miles are involved from where it starts in Rock Creek 
Park to where it would end in Cumberland, Md. ? 

Mr. Wrrrn. We use round figures, and it was very close to 180 
miles. 

The actual part involved in this bill, however, Madam Chairman, is 
a section from above Great. Falls in the vicinity of Seneca to Cum- 
berland, which would knock off maybe 8 or 10 miles; maybe a little 
more of it. That is the part involved. In other words, this. is now 
a part of the National Capital Parks system. 
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What we are proposing to do here in the bill is to take this part 
that is up above Great Falls out of the city’s park system and create 
a national historic park to tell the history of transportation and the 
development of transportation and restore some of the old historic 
locks and buildings as a separate national historical park in the park 
system, and in doing so—— 

Mr. Asptnauu. There is one other purpose, and that is to build a 
road. 

Mr. Wirtu. No,sir. The only road involved in this bill is the road 
that connects from Paw Paw, from Highway 51 across here to Long 
Ridge Road on the high bluff away from the canal itself in which 
there will be State land that goes through a State forest and it will 
be within the State forest between there and the canal and it gives a 
beautiful view down across the river here, and that is the only stretch 
of road to be built outside of access roads at various locations coming 
over from here into here, into there, and at various places to get to 
the canal for recreation purposes. But it will not be used as a road. 

Now, the original course, sir-——— 

Mr. Asprnati. Let me get this straight, because we have several 
different ideas in mind. In other words, there will be no road, then, 
from Washington, D. C., to Cumberland that will go along this entire 
right-of-way ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is correct. 

Now, a number of years ago there was a report submitted to Con- 
gress at the request of Congress, which was presumably a joint report 
by the Bureau of Public Roads and the National Park Service, and I 
think the report was made in 1950 and in that report it did recommend 
using the old canal for a road. 

We made further studies of it, and came in with this kind of ap- 
proach, to build that road would completely destroy the historic value 
of this canal and the recreation value and it would become just another 
highway. 

Consequently, we did not accept that report in the Department and 
the people of Maryland did not accept it; the conservation groups did 
not accept it, and we are now recommending that this be set aside as 
a historic park and the only parkway, and it refers to it distinctly in 
the bill, is the one that connects this here from Long Ridge Road to 
Paw Paw and it also states in the bill that that can be done when the 
land is given to the Federal Government just like all other parkways. 

Mr. Asprnatu. At the present time or in the foreseeable future the 
Park Service has no plans to have roads authorized and built in any 
other part of this area; is that right? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. 

Mr. AspInatu. Except those connecting? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes; access roads, campground roads, and picnic roads, 
for parking cars. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnatn. Why have you not included the last 7 or 8 miles of 
the southeastern part of the canal? 

Mr. Wirrn. This here, sir? 

Mr. Asprnati. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wirrn. We feel that there is a plan in the making, and it is on 
the plan for the regional parks of Washington, for the develop- 
ment of an outer circumferential route which comes in here which 
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pretty much defines the area of metropolitan influence here. Also, it is 
managed as part of the metropolitan park system under the one unit 
here, rather than under one up here. Therefore, we are making a 
division up here in the vicinity of Seneca, above Great Falls, for that 
purpose. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. From Seneca up the river there is presently a road- 
way along the right-of-way, is there ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. No roadway ? 

Mr. WirtH. No,sir. No road. 

Mr. AsprnatL. Where does the road stop on that outer map ? 

Mr. Wretu. At the present time, the road we are building down is 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway, and that is only planned 
as far as Great Falls, which is approximately here. Now, Seneca is a 
little distance above that. The barge trip up the canal that is now 
run by the National Capital Parks here terminates at Seneca. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. And it will be continued as such service ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir, that is the barge trip. And the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway now is under construction from here 
up to about this, and we have programed in our contractual author- 
izations to continue it on up to Great Falls. 

Now, this map here we Lies tried to the best of our ability to make 
it clear. The blue indicates the river itself. The present C. & O. 
Canal holdings are those shown in green and the red dot or blotches 
there is the additional land that, as we see it today, we will need to 
properly round this out and make it a proper national park area. 

Mrs. Prost. Right there, how much additional land do you antici- 
pate you will need ? 

Mr. Wirrn. About 10,000 acres. That is authorized definitely in 
the bill, not to exceed a certain amount. We have been in touch with 
the State game and fish commission, I believe that is the proper title 
to it, and we have found out what they feel is desirable from the 
standpoint of their wildlife management, and they have come in with 
a suggestion of approximately 3,000 acres which would be part of that 
10,000. Those recommendations fall in pretty closely with the rec- 


ommendations that we have here, and there is nothing there that we 
cannot adjust. 


Mr. Mriier. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Mitier. On the record. 

How many houses does this contain ? 

Mr. Wrrrn. I couldn’t tell you that. I know not many because 
I have been up and down that whole canal, and there are only a few 
houses. I doubt if a dozen houses altogether on the whole thing would 
be affected. 

Mr. Mituer. No large estates or large houses ? 

Mr. Wirth. No. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Wirth, about this road up on the left side, where 
does that go? 

Mr. Wirtn. This is United States Highway 40. There is a road 
in here in Long Ridge that comes in as far as the canal, and this is 
United States Highway 50 that comes this way. This, for the main 
purpose, is to make it possible for the people on 40 and the people on 
50 to get up in here and get that gorgeous view from that high moun- 
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tain ridge down across that very complicated river, that shows even 
more complicated on the ground than it does on this map. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Isa road there now ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes; there is a winding road that goes up through the 
forest in here and there are a few summer cabins along the way. It isa 
State forest area. This will put it in parkway category, similar to the 
Blue Ridge Parkway. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, this will be, for all practical purposes, 
a new construction road ? 

Mr. Wirru. It will be a new construction road on new alinement, 
entirely new. 

Mrs. Prost. Is the cost of this road included in the legislation be- 
fore us, or will that be in addition to the approximately $814 million 
that is authorized in the legislation ? 

Mr. Wirtu. I believe that is in addition. 

Am I right on that, Mr. Harrison? Do you recall? 

Mr. Harrison. I will check that. 

Mr. Wirtu. That will not be built until the State agrees on the line 
and donates the land to the Federal purpose. The rest is the land ac- 
quisition rounding out the park. I think that is contained in our 
general contractual authorization under the Federal Aid to Highway 
Act, but I am not certain whether we include it in there or not. 

May I report on that as soon as we look it up ? 

Yes; it is included in there. The estimates of land acquisition, 
approximately $1 million, rehabilitation of C. & O. Canal, approxi- 
mately $4,800,000, the parkway construction, $6,200,000 and annual 
general administration cost $170,000. 

That is the estimate we submitted on June 4, 1957, to the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mrs. Prost. If I understand you correctly, this legislation does not 
provide a fast type of highway to connect toa main artery. The only 
road that will be constructed is for sight-seeing purposes and will lie 
between the two highways. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. The main purpose of this bill is to preserve the 
historic and scenic values of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and the 
Potomac River which it borders. 

Mr. AsprnatL. Madam Chairman, if I may interrupt? You already 
have that authority. You may not have authority to improve the area 
but you already have jurisdiction over that area. 

Mr. Wrirtu. That is exactly right, sir. We have the area and we 
are administering it. We have been for several years. In fact, since 
back in the 1930’s as the National Capital Parks. We are spending 
money on it. We spent this last year $100,000 on repair of these 
canals and so forth. All this bill does is give a historic status, takes it 
out of the National Capital Parks and gives it separate status and 
allows for rounding out the boundary line in order to make a better 
area out of it and to reach certain agreements with the State authori- 
ties on those adjustments. 

Mr. Asprnatit. Madam Chairman, may I ask one more question ? 

Does this legislation increase or diminish the possibility of sole use 
for recreational purposes only in this area? 
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Mr. Wirtu. It improves recreational use of the area 

Mr. Asprnatu. I understand it improves it. I want to know 
whether or not it increases or diminishes the possibility of the sole 
use for recreational purposes? In other words, some of the opposi- 
tion we have had come to the committee, and we have not had such 
statement yet, is that perhaps there are other uses in this area that 
should be at least reno ted. 

Mr. Wirtn. May I dwell on that just a minute, to a little extent 
rather than a yes or no answer, because there has been, and I know 
what the opposition is—there is a question of the River Bend Dam at 
this location here. 

Mrs. Prost. Where is the location on the map, please? 

Mr. Wirru. It is shown about there and as far as we can find—I 
am going to say now we are going on old plans submitted in 1928 
and turned down in 1938, and turned down by Congress, and now they 
are up again for consideration. It would cover an area approximately 
from here up to Brunswick. It would flood out this much of the park, 
if this bill were authorized by Congress, and it would flood out a good 
deal of the canal. It would flood out all of the canal for this point. 

Mr. CuristopHer. May I ask a question at this point, Madam 
Chairman ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. CuristopHer. Are you in opposition to the building of the dam 
at River Bend or are you in favor of it being built? 

Mr. Wirrn. I have not seen the final plans for River Bend Dam 
and I have not seen the final reports. I will say this, in 1929 and 1938 
I was opposed to the dam. 

Mr. Curistoruer. If the Army engineers should in their present 
restudy recommend the building of that dam, would you oppose it? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir; I would. 

Mr. CuristoPHerR. That is what I wanted to know. Thank you. 

Mr. Wirrn. The land—and what I am trying to say here to the 
committee is to give the facts as I know them today— 

Mr. CuristopHer. You would oppose it even if the Army engi- 
neers demonstrated that it would be more valuable to the metro- 
politan residents of Washington than making a park up into Mary- 
land; you would still oppose the dam even if the report of the Army 
engineers showed that it was the most feasible and reasonable use of 
the river that would benefit more people than the park ? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir; I would say this: If the Corps of Engineers 
takes into consideration all values, both economic, social, as well as 
plain water use for Washington—and I live here, I live on their 
water—I think I am broadminded enough to approach the subject 
that way. I was complimented the other day on the Mississippi- 
Natchez Parkway, on being willing to change the location of the 
parkway in order to meet a water condition down at Jackson, and 
I think if the facts were brought out that I would be broadminded, 
but those facts have not been brought out yet. There are several 
ways to get water for the city of Washington and they were brought 
out in oe reports, and if they have proved impossible, cer- 
tainly we would give serious consideration and we are not ironbound 
or narrowminded on these matters. 
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Mr. CurtstorHer. The silt problem from Great Falls to the mouth 
of the Potomac is one of the greatest problems of the Potomac River 
at the present time; is it not? 

Mr. Wrrrn. Yes; and I think 

Mr. CuristorHer. Would a dam at River Bend not alleviate the 
silt problem from that dam on down to the Potomac, at least for a 
century ? 

Mr. WirtH. Congressman, I would like to see the report first before 
I make that statement. I know you would not want me to draw any 
conclusions without the facts. 

Mr. CuristorHer. At least it will stop silt from coming above that 
point for a number of years, at least until the reservoir filled up 
with silt. 

Mr. Wirrn. Congressman, you started me on a subject which is 
very dear to my heart, and one which I think is a horrible mistake. 
I think erosion control and pollution control of the Potomac River, 
and especially pollution control, is far more important than any- 
thing we are talking about now. We destroyed the use of our river 
for any kind of use at all because we threw every bit of sewage we 
can find in the District of Columbia and the metropolitan area in 
the river without any treatment. I am way off my subject, but I 
would like to see the money spent on a dam spent instead to take care 
of our pollution, 

Mr. CuristorpHer. Will the passage of this legislation alleviate 
any of the things you are crying about ¢ 

Mr. Wrrru. It would have no effect on the subject which you 
brought up, because you have a park there now; if you build a dam 
you are going to have to flood the park. That question could be 
answered at a proper time if you want adam. The Congress would 
have to make a decision as to which is most important. 

Mr. CuristorHer. Isn’t it a fact the more you improved that park 
the more the Park Service will be inclined to fight the construction of 
River Bend Dam or any dam on the Potomac River? The more 
money invested in that park, the more difficult it will be to even get a 
dam. Is that nota fair statement ? 

Mr. Wirru. I do not know. I would hate to say yes to that or I 
would hate to say no to it for the simple reason that I think we will 
look at a thing from a practical planning standpoint and make a 
decision at that time, how we stand on it. Until those facts are here 
I do not see how we can answer it. 

Mr. CurisropHer. I am not opposed to national parks or parks 
anywhere. 

Mr. Wirt. I know you are not. You have been very friendly to us. 

Mr. Curisroruer. But still our population is increasing at the rate 
of 7,200 every 24 hours and pure clear water is 1 of the inescapable 
requirements of a people and it is long past the time when we should 
make the proper use of our water, the best use of it, and I cannot see 
where improving that park is going to help some of our water problem 
and it will make it more difficult to work out a plan that the Army 
engineers will propose for the control and use of the entire Potomac 
River on the order of the way the Tennessee and Cumberland are 
being used at the present time. There is an example for the United 

States and world to follow, the development of the two rivers in Ten- 
nessee. the Tennessee and Cumberland. 
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I have toured that country and it is marvelous what has happened 
down there and it can happen in the Potomac River. It can happen 
in the Potomac River reach. The more money we spend on that park 
up that river the less chance we will ever have of fully improving the 
Potomac. 

Mr. Miter. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Curistoruer. I sure will. 

Mr. Mire. I want to ask the Park Director a question. In this 
large area that is proposed, the park area, additional land is to be 
taken. Would there not be room enough there for both the dam and 
the park? Maybe one will help the other. 

Mr. Wrrtn. The point, Congressman Miller, is the fact that the 
canal is at water level and comes up the river and anything you do 
on the river you flood the canal. Also, I might say that in this section 
of the river it would flood about 36,000 acres under the plan that we 
know of today. Congressman Christopher stated that the Corps of 
Engineers are coming out to recommend this. That is new to me be- 
cause I thought they were making a study of the Potomac River as a 
whole. 

Mr. Mixer. I am thinking of several areas. I think the Hoover 
Dam has been improved for recreational purposes, the fact you have 
a dam there has improved that. It would be worthless having water 
backed up that would flood many miles. People have to get access to 
that water. It improves it. We look forward to the engineers coming 
before us and I suppose they will tell us what the future needs will 
be of the metropolitan area of Washington for water. I am wondering 
if there is not any compromise some place where there might be room 
for both, and it might be that the an would enhance the value of 
recreational purposes for the park. 

Mr. Wirtu. We worked with the Bureau of Reclamation and devel- 
oped the recreation values on the water and I am not here to say there 
is not a lot of recreational value in the water. In fact there is an 
awful lot. The canal is water, the river is water, and we want to use it. 

Mr. CuristorHer. But 

Mr. Wirtu. May I finish this statement, please, sir ? 

The engineers’ report will not be completed for 6 years. We do 
know from their previous reports made in 1929 and 1930 that they 
used power, flood control, water supplies, and they used them all. 
They reported plenty of water supply in the upper river where small 
dams could be built. Where there would be less damage to historic 
values, to the flow of a good, lovely river, and yet do much in flood 
control, silt control, and water supply and less damage to the agricul- 
tural land. So there are two sides. All I am bringing up is there are 
two sides to how we are going to get the water. This is not the only 
supply, not the only source. 

Mr. Mitzer. I think that is true. But I do not think you as Park 
Director or the Secretary of Interior have taken an arbitrary position 
that you are—— 

Mr. Wirtu. We would not. 

Mr. Mittrr. Going to oppose any dam that might be suggested for 
this area. I do not know what the studies will show. I think the 
studies have already shown that there is going to be a tremendously 
increased demand for water in the metropolitan area of Washington. 








a 


ry 


mm OD U 


PROP ewe YS OY 


eV OM OT 


~~ Oi Pre US 


SO mee SO 


- A US 6D 


, ~~ Soy 


CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 105 


The newspapers every day tell us they are going to ration water again 
this summer, and certainly if they do that now they will be doing it 
in the years ahead. 

Mr. Wirtu. That isright. 

Mr. Miuier. If a reservoir would help supply good clean water to 
the metropolitan area you may have to be a little more flexible and 
say, “Let’s do what is best for the greatest number of people.” 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mintzer. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Could you show on the map what violence this pro- 
posed dam would do to the park? Somebody advised it would not 
affect the park up the river toward Cumberland. 

Mr. Wirtu. I hate to even talk toward the dam. The only reason 
I am doing it is because I was asked questions. I will admit my first 
love in my business is parks, and there is a value here and we would 
like to use that value. We realize there are other values, and when 
the time comes we will have to consider that. Somebody beside me 
will have to consider the overall value. I will admit I am lopsided, 
but I also admit that the Corps of Engineers is lopsided, too. Sosome- 
body has to make thedecision. Let us face the facts. 

Mr. CuristorHer. Is anyone preventing you now from using that 
land along there as a park or going ahead and improving it? Is it 
not just the fact you want $8 million more, or more, to spend on that 
park over a period of years than you presently have available? Is 
that not the bone of contention here? 

Mr. Wirth. No. All we are submitting to the committee here is a 
proposition of developing along the Potomac River, the Chesapeake 
and Ohio National Historical Park property. We come to you with 
our plans and show you. 

Mr. CuristopHer. Then you do not have enough money available at 
the present time to develop it properly? Everything ends up with 
dollars and cents eventually. 

Mr. Wirt. We have authority now to ask Congress for funds to 
develop what lands we have there without coming to this committee 
any further. We have laid our program before you as an overall 
program. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman and chairman yield ? 

Mr. CuristopHer. I yield. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Let us proceed in order. 

The gentleman from Arizona had a question. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman restate his question ? 

Mr. Ruoves. Yes. And if Mr. Wirth wants to give a lopsided 
answer to it we recognize his interests and also there will be other 
lopsided answers to the question. 

The question was just what violence the dam at the site you pointed 
out on the map would do to this proposed park, and if you can show 
us on the map about how far it might inundate the park and give 
us a general indication of the damage that might be done I think it 
might be helpful. 

Mr. Wirru. | can do that very quickly. The flow would flood 
above Great Falls at River Bend in the vicinity of Brunswick, and 
that is a distance of about 35 to 40 miles, and it would flood out the 
entire area, all the locks and all the canal facilities on up to the 
extent of this high-water mark here. 
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Mr. Uriman. What percentage of your proposed land acquisition 
would fall within this proposed area ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Between 2,000 and 3,000 of a total of about 10,000 acres 
which is anticipated to be acquired in that section. I might say this, 
that that land, if the dam is to be built later on, that land would have to 
be acquired for dam purposes anyway. 

Mr. Uxtiman. Do you propose any extensive improvements and 
expenditures in the immediate future on this land that you acquire? 

Mr. Wirru. We are hoping to spend funds on the protection, the 
more or less protective maintenance of the old historic structures 
there and also to provide picnic areas and perhaps money on the 
improvement of the paths. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Would the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Utiman. I yield. 

Mr. Asprnauu. This legislation does not make any difference 
whether or not you spend that money. This legislation simply pro- 
vides for you to take it out from under control of the Capital Park 
Service of the National Capital Park Service and give it its own de- 
signation as a national historical park area. 

Mr. Wirth. That is all it does. 

Mr. Asprnati. And then permit you, if I understand it, to spend 
most of the money that is suggested in this legislation on that road 
improvement up above. 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Not down below. 

Mr. Wirrn. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Westitanp. Madam Chairman ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Westianp. If this procedure were authorized could you change 
matter so that you could do your construction in the northern end of 
this park area so that if subsequent legislation came up to create this 
dam, which might not be feasible, the project itself might not be 
feasible, it might turn out it might not have good benefits-to-cost 
ratio, it might be turned down by the Government, but if you could 
arrange to do your work in the northern part of this, you would 
still have 150 miles of it to work on. 

Mr. Wrrru. I want to give an honest answer to that. I would say 
that could be done to some extent. I would say there are certain fa- 
cilities there that they have planned on for restoration and protec- 
tion. I will say this, also: The amount of money we would spend on 
those aqueducts and locks that need restoration or protection before 
they go completely to pieces would be a very minor expenditure com- 
pared with the total cost of such projects as the dams at River Bend. 
It would not be a tremendous amount of money spent in there but 
we certainly should protect the historic structures and things we have 
there until we determine where to go. 

Mr. Westianp. That part would be a minor portion of your total 
cost ? 

Mr. Wietu. It would, yes, sir. 

Mr. Urtiman. Madam Chairman, is it not true that under your 
present program you go forward and restore those facilities? — 

Mr. Wrrru. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Utiman. In other words, this legislation is not basic to the 
restoration of those locks and other facilities that should be restored ? 

Mr. Wirtn. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatyu. Now, Madam Chairman, getting back to my first 
question, you answered one part of it as to who had the right-of-way. 
It has to do with possible resources development. 

Are there any rights-of-way now across this canal that would 
be jeopardized by this passage and approval of this legislation, rights- 
of-way for our power lines or such purposes as that? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir. There was a law passed by Congress which 
we supported a few years ago which gives the Secretary authority 
to permit access to the river for commercial purposes, also for various 
kinds, whether it is public utility or whether it is a business concern, 
and we have been granting permits across there to the river for water 
and disposal of treated water and so forth right along. In fact, with- 
in the last 2 months we authorized the crossing of the river about 
here—I mean the canal by the Sanitary Commission of Montgomery 
County, Md. 

The Potomac Electric Power Co. has a right-of-way across up in 
here somewhere in this vicinity. We have had no trouble with that 
at all. We exercised the law you have given us and it is working out 
satisfactorily as far as I know, and I have heard no complaints. 

Mr. Asprnatyt. Madam Chairman, the answer to my question as to 
whether or not this particular legislation would increase or diminish 
your authority to operate in such matters is that it would not? 

Mr. Wrrrn. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnaty. It would remain in status quo as far as your ability 
to deal with other natural resource uses are concerned ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. 

Mr. Curisropuer. Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Saytor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mitirr. May I ask one question ¢ 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. Miter. You might not be able to answer this. It may be 
proper to ask the engineer concerned. I want to ask this: What is 
the degree of pollution of the water from the dam site up ? 

Mr. Wirrn. I could not answer that, sir. I know it is very high 
down at Washington, but I think a lot of it comes from Washington, 
but I could not answer that. I could look it up for you, but I believe 
the engineers could answer that better than I could. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Following the questions that were asked by the gen- 
tleman from Colorado, there is nothing in this bill, H. R. 1145, that 
would interfere with any of the acts that now control the national 
parks in their administration of this area. 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir. In fact, it reiterates those laws and makes 
sure that they are fully used. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAytor. I yield. 

Mr. Ruopes. I notice also in the Senate bill on page 5, with the 
proviso beginning on line 11, that the right to build other works 
authorized by Congress for improvement, such as navigation, flood 
control, irrigation, and drainage, or hydroelectric power, is main- 
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tained. In other words, if this bill were passed, there would still be a 
right remaining in Congress, as a result of this act, to build such 
other works as Cong gress deemed necessary. 

Mr. Wirts. Congress has that right whether this is in here or not. 
But some people did not know. 

Mr. Ruopes. This is true, except, as you know, we had any number 
of fights in this committee about invading a national park. 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think it is rather significant that that is in the 
Senate bill and the right does remain if Congress does decide to act 
later on. 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. It is stated there in order to clear up 
the feeling of the people that Congress does have that right. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Would the gentleman yield, to follow through ? 

Mr. Ruopes. I yield. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Inasmuch as this is a creation of a national his- 
torical park, does that place it in the same category if we can divide 
these particular areas as a national park itself, or is there not perhaps 
a little different understanding about the use of national park area 
and national historical park ? 

Mr. Wirrn. I think most of that difference, sir, is in the minds of 
people. We apply the same general policy to them although we do 
other things in national historical parks than we do in scenic parks. 
There is purely preservation of the scenery whereas here we have his- 
toric objects. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. I wish you would get that across to some of the peo- 
ple in the Department and some of the people that live in my area 
about the relationship of our national monuments as possible national 
park areas. 

Mr. Christopher ? 

Mr. CuristopHER. Referring back to S. 77, the Senate bill, on page 5, 
beginning on line 11 it reads: 

And provided further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its 
use for such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement 
and extension of navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for 
the development of hydroelectric power or other purposes. 

If this legislation is reported out of this committee to the floor of the 
House would you prefer that that paragraph remain in the legislation 
that will be reported out by this committee or would you prefer that it 
be deleted ? 

Mr. Wirt. I do not think that I have any particular feeling on it 
one way or the other, sir. I think I would just as soon have it in if it 
satisfied the people in their thinking because Congress has all those 
authorities anyway. It just spells it out. Congress can create or 
abandon the national park any time it wishes and it can do anything 
it wants. This just reiterates the fact that Congress does have this 
right and other rights. 

Mr. Curistorner. It would make it a little easier to develop the 
river according to the report of the Army engineers when and if it 
is completed if this language were in the legislation. 

Mr. Wirtn. We agree to it. That was brought up in the Senate 
and we did not object to it. We certainly cannot object to it now. 
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Mr. Weaver. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CuristorHer. I yield. 

Mr. Weaver. I wonder if the Bureau of the Budget has ever come 
forward with an expression on this? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes; we have a favorable report. It has cleared the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Weaver. I noticed it was not in the Senate report. 

Mr. Wirrtn. I am sure it cleared the Bureau of the Budget at some 
time. Let me make doubly certain. Do you want to look it up? I 
am sure we are correct on that. We will verify it right now. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Weaver. I yield. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have just been advised by the gentleman from 
Maryland, Mr. Hyde, the author of H. R. 1145, in response to the 
uestion of the gentleman from Missouri, that he is willing to accept 
$. 77, which does include the proviso which I called attention to earlier. 
So if the committee desires to accept the Senate bill, and as the gentle- 
man from Maryland agrees, it should be accepted, then the proviso 
would be in. 

Mr. Asprnau. If my colleague would yield? Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Wiern. Mr. Chairman, may I answer the previous question 
here? 

Mr. CurisrorHer. I have one I would like to ask the gentleman at 
this point. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Just a minute. Mr. Christopher, I think you yielded, 
did you not? 

Mr. Weaver. He was checking. 

Mr. Wieru. I find it on the letter of June 24, 1957, signed by the 
Under Secretary of the Interior. The last paragraph says the Bu- 
reau of the Budget advises us there is no objection to the submission 
of this report to your committee. 

Mr. Weaver. If the gentleman will yield for another question, the 
other question was pertaining to the overall study the Corps of En- 
gineers was tomake. Has that been completed ? 

Mr. Wirth. No. My understanding is that it will be several years 
before it will be complete, and at the last hearing I think somebody 
stated it will be 5 or 6 years before the overall study is completed. 

Mr. Weaver. In other words, if we had to wait for that, it would be 
sometime before this legislation could be enacted. 

Mr. Wirrn. I think it would: yes, sir. 

Mr. Weaver. So far as you know, it cleared all the necessary 
agencies / ' 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir; the Bureau of the Budget and the Secretary. 

Mir. Wraver. Thank you. 

Mr. CurisrorHer. I have one more question, Madam Chairman, 
that I would like to ask the gentleman. 

Is it not true if the River Bend Dam is constructed that it would 
actually enhance the beauty of the gorges below the falls because now 
at high water the rocks are covered by muddy water and at low water 
they are just covered with mud and no water, but if a dam were 
built they would have a regulated flow of water through the gorge 
and it would be more beautiful more months in the year than it is 
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at the present time, and do you not honestly believe if the dam were 
built you would have better park and recreational areas around that 
dam than you can possibly have on the Potomac River with it flood- 
ing the bottoms one week and back within its muddy banks the next? 

Mr. Wirrn. I think nature does a pretty good job. I will stick with 
her. 

Mr. CuristopHer. Then why try to improve her? If she does such 
a good job why not let her alone and quit spending money on her ‘ 

Mr. Wirrn. That is all right with me. I like to enjoy her. 

Mr. CuristorHer. So do I. 

Mrs. Prosr (presiding). Mr. Wirth, I would like to ask a question 
along the line of the questioning of the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. Rhodes, with regard to the amount of area that would be flooded in 
the event a dam were placed at River Bend? What about the logic 
of taking in the upper end of the park? In other words, exclude the 
area that would be flooded and wait until the Army engineers’ reports 
are in before purchasing the balance? 

In doing this you would leave the District of Columbia park area as 
is at this end and develop only the upper end? Would there be some 
merit to that idea ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is one solution. That would be a compromise 
solution. On the other hand, I wish to point out again, dhatdbier 
land we buy there, if the dam is built it is going to have to be pur- 
chased at some time. Why not develop the whole thing at one time? 
In other words, we are buying no land that would be outside of the 
flooding area of the dam. 

Mrs. Prost. Everything that you would purchase, then would be 
inundated in the event a dam were built ? 

Mr. Wrrrn. That is correct. 

Mr. Wirtu. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. The red is new acquisition ? 

Mr. Wirrtu. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. Lands contemplated ? 

Mr. Wieta. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. It appears if a goodly portion of the 10,000 acres lies 
in that stretch of the river 

Mr. Wirtu. It is between 2,000 and 3,000 acres here and the balances 
are above that section. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. 

Mr. Wirrn. It is a little hard to show lines, Madam Chairman, 
here. We made the blurs a little bigger than perhaps should be in 
order that they carry a little further. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Wirth, I should like this opportunity to tell you 
I appreciate very much the fine map you brought to the committee 
this morning, because I have a much better understanding of the area 
since you have the colored map and the committee members, I am 
sure, do all appreciate it. 

Mr. Wirtu. I appreciate that, and I am sorry you had to tell us 
2 or 3 times in order to get you a good map. tl 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions? 

The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. I am not able to find this breakdown of the cost of 
the proposed bill here. Would you give me that breakdown again ? 
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Mr. Wirru. Yes. I doubt whether you had it in your papers there 
because I took that from a Department report to the Bureau of the 
Budget when we cleared our letter and I read it out of that and I will 
be glad to read it again as soon as we get it. as,» Jt ; 

Estimated land acquisition, $1 million; rehabilitation of portions 
of C. & O. Canal, establishment of recreational facilities and miscel- 
laneous park development, $4,800,000; parkway construction—that is 
that one section here—$6 million. 

Mrs. Prost. That is over $11 million then. I thought there was 
$814 million involved, if the gentleman from Oregon will yield. 

Mr. Unitman. This is what I was trying to get at. I yield. I 
thought they added up considerably more than we anticipated here. 

Mr. Wirrn. I might say here we go on to say of this amount for 
development—I think maybe this is where you got the $8 million, and 
I don’t know where you got it, Madam Chairman—but we do say in 
the letter the total of $7,018,000 has been scheduled for the long range 
Missions 66 program in this department for the development of the 
canal, park and parkway during the fiscal year 1959 through 1966. 
That is scheduled in our Mission 66 program. 

Mrs. Prost. Then this makes a total in this area of what figure? 

Mr. Wirrn. It makes a total altogether of $12 million, of which 
$7,018,000 is scheduled in Mission 66. The rest would be spent after 
1966. 

Mr. THomson. What was the total ? 

Mr. Wirrn. The total cost, including land, comes to $12 million. 
That is capital investment, capital improvement. 

Mr. Uniman. Do I understand, Mr. Wirth, all of the immediate ex- 
penditures will come out of Mission 66? 

Mr. Wriretn. It was $7 million, approximately $7 million was in- 
cluded in Mission 66. There is $5 million that is not. That would 
be beyond 1966. See, our Mission 66 covers the development of the 
park, to meet an impact of a certain number of people by 1966, and 
there is development to be carried on in the parks as the travel in- 
creases on beyond 1966. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 


Mrs. Prost. In this $7,018,000, is the $6,200,000 for the parkway 
included in this $7 million figure ? 


Mr. Wirtn. Part of the parkway funds are included in there; yes. 
Mrs. Prost. Part of them? ea 
Mr. Wirth. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Part of them are included in the other figure ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. " 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

_ Mr. Utiman. I am a little confused by that statement. I notice 

In your previous testimony you said $4 million for major roads and 

parkways, and now you say that $6 million will be the cost. 

Now, does this mean that this parkway will be deferred to after 
1966 before it is built or-—— 

Mr. Wirtn. No; we would do part of it. I do not recall the exact 
statement I made but no doubt those are the funds that I said wontd 
be spent on the parkway would be in the Mission 66 program. The 
rest of it would be after 1966 . 
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Mr. Utiman. In other words, I do not see how you can do part of 
the parkway and make it effective in that type of mountain area. It 
seems to me you have to run it from point to point because there is no 
access in between. Is that not true? 

Mr. Wirrn. You would do most of your road construction and get 
your road through but there are other developments along with the 
parkway, such as enlarging picnic area and campgrounds and parking 
areas of various kinds and improvements and perhaps even widening 
as the second step and that is part of the breakdown. 

Mr. Uttman. Would you anticipate that the $4 million would build 
the parkway, then ? 

Mr. Wieru. That gets your road through, yes, on the two-lane road, 
is our estimate. 

Mr. Uttman. That would give you a surfaced two-lane road ? 

Mr. Wirru. That is my impression at this time, what our figures 
were back in 1957. 

Mr. Weaver. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 

Mr. Weaver. What do you estimate then would be the total land 
acquisition cost ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Approximately $1 million is our estimate. 

Mr. Weaver. That is for the entire area? 

Mr. Wrirtu. Yes. I want to make that clear. This legislation con- 
tains this acquisition and limits the acreage. We had no appraisal 
of it. We made our best estimate of it. It also contains the exchange 
of certain lands and between the two we feel that we will get the land 
that we need for the park and that is our best estimate at this time. 

Mr. Weaver. Of about $1 million ? 

Mr. Wretn. Yes; in cash. 

Mr. Weaver. It is possible, then, if you are not fully developed all 
along the way that a substantial portion of that cost could be assigned 
for the construction of a dam; is that not true ¢ 

Mr. Wiretn. Yes. Part of the land could. 

Mr. Weaver. Thank you. 

Mr. Wirtn. The bill provides a period of 5 years to work out wit! 
the States the exact boundary line, which is something new in legisla- 
tion, which we are glad to see because we do want to get together 
and work it out. 

We had our preliminary talks, just like we did on the parkway 
down in Mississippi on trying to get together, and we are fairly close 
together; but we have details to work out yet, just like we have down 
there. This does give us time to do it. 

Mr. Weaver. Thank you. 

Mr. Utiman. I notice the Senate report says it authorizes acquisi- 
tion of additional land for the park up. to 15,000 acres. That isn’t a 
correct statement, is it? 

Mr. Wirrn. No. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes; it. is. 

Mr. Wrrtn. It is? Pardon me. 

Up to 15,000 acres; yes, sir. We own 4,800 acres at the present 
time. I was using the increase of approximately 10,000 acres. 

Mr. Utitman. This statement says it authorizes acquisition of addi- 
tional lands for the park up to 15,000 acres. 
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Mr. Wirru. That is, the total would be 15,000 acres. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, that is not correct because you al- 
ready own 4,800 acres. 

Mr. Wrrrn. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. That is the question I was going to ask you, that acre- 
age subtracted from 15,000 would give authorization for new purchases 
which would be 10,200 acres, approximately. 

Mr. Wrrrn. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Wirth, what do you anticipate in the way of ac- 
cess roads so that people can get to the park? Toe you are buying a 
lot of land and stretches of the river where there are no access roads. 
saa do you anticipate the people will use those areas you intend to 
buy £ 

Mr. Wrirru. I have not shown all the access roads. There are farm 
roads coming in at various locations, here. I have only shown the 
important ones. This is State Highway 45 and State Highway 66, 
incidentally. 

Mr. Uttman. Isthat Williamsport there you pointed to? 

Mr. Wirrn. This is Sharpsburg. 

Mr. Utitman. Where is Williamsport? 

Mr. Wirrn. Williamsport is up here, up here is Hagerstown, and 
all the access roads are not shown. Furthermore, some of these de- 
velopments do not necessarily have to be right opposite one of these 
roads because we hope there will be, and know there will be, a lot of 
hikers and campers, and it is a question of providing campgrounds 
for them, too, the primitive type by bulging the lands and taking in 
certain areas in where they can camp. Some of the bulges are a 
result of our preliminary talks with the State fish and game people as 
to what lands they think ought to be brought in in order to better 
protect the fish and wildlife there and to improve their activities along 
with ours. It is a combination, a working-together proposition with 
the State of Maryland on these matters. 

Mr. Utiman. There will be no hunting in any of the park area land, 
is that right? 

Mr. Wirrn. None in the park area land, but it provides for access 
to the river where the hunting is completely controlled by the State, 
and there are islands on the river which are under State jurisdiction 
for hunting purposes, and we have reached agreement on that. There 
will be no interference with the orderly hunting that the State may 
permit, under their regular laws. 

Mr. Utiman. For the access over the park you made agreement 
whereby they can carry guns and so on across the parkway to arrive 
at these spots? 

Mr. Wirth. That is right. 

Mr. Uriman. But there will be no hunting on any of the park 
land ? 

Mr. Wirtn. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. Do you foresee that you will have to have personnel 
to check this matter ? 

Mr. Wirrtn. I do not think we will have any trouble on it because 
I think people understand the regulation. There will be a certain 
amount of check, but there will be no extra expense in connection 
with normal protection of the people. That is what it amounts to. 
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I might say some of this 10,000 acres we are buying, say, the 3,000 
referred to, that the fish and game people are interested in, that there 
is authority in the law to enter into agreement with them for man- 
agement of certain pieces of these properties so long as certain pro- 
tection is given along with it. We hope to encourage them to help 
us in maintaining and protecting it that way and I think we are reach- 
ing a very good position. 

Mr. Utiman. To clarify one more point, and that is some of these 
red areas marked for acquisition will have no access roads into them 
at all, is that right ? 

Mr. Wirtu. Some of them, that is right. Some of them, that is 
right. 

Mr. Utitman. The large one above Great Falls there. 

Mr. Wirrn. This one here? I do not know just that piece of prop- 
erty, sir, because I have not gone over all of the detailed property 
lines, but there may be a road in here and that may be a bulge in 
there for a particular purpose that I am not too familiar with. 

Mr. Uttman. You are not aware of the type of land and type of 
development. 

Mr. Wirth. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. That seems to be a large acquisition, several hundred 
acres ? 

Mr. Wirtu. Itis. 

Mr. Utiman. I wondered what type of property you were buying 
there. 

Mr. Wirth. It is entirely for recreation and protection purposes 
and there may be a bay in there on the old canal that I am not familiar 
with. 

Do you know what it is? 

Mr. Harrison. This isa piece that the State is interested in. 

Mr. Wirtu. This is a piece that the State is interested in in con- 
nection with their wildlife and game section on the river. 

Mr. Utitman. That would be primarily for wildlife and game pres- 
ervation ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. I did not read the fine print. 

There are 3,000 acres of the 10,000 we submitted now. They would 
like to have us cooperate in the plan as a joint enterprise. 

Mr. Utitman. Those plans will be included in the 10,000 ? 

Mr. Wirtn. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. The State does not own that at the present time ? 

Mr. Wirtu. No. 

Mr. Utiman. But they have it earmarked ? 

Mr. Wirtu. They are interested in this as part of the overall devel- 
opment. 

Mr. Rnopes. Madam Chairman, I had one other question. This 
does not interfere with the proposed realinement of Highway 240 in 
any way, does it ? 

Mr. Wirtn. No. 

Mr. Ruopes. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. Madam Chairman, I would like to ask a question 
here to refresh my memory. 
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When we were getting Mission 66 under way, just what did Mission 
66 call for in the way of ‘annual expenditures, that were justified before 
the Appropriations Committee, and otherwise, and as the Mission 66 
story was told here? What were the estimated annual expenditures? 

Mr. Wirtn. As I recall the estimated annual expenditures—and I 
know why you are asking: because they have gone up—we figured 
between the roads and trails and parkways, and B. and U,, that the 
overall expenditures would run over $65 million to $70 million a year. 
That has gone up. The only thing we add to it in our submission has 
been the increase in cost of labor and materials since the estimates of 
1956, and that has been increased approximately, in rough figures, 
approximately 15 percent. 

Mr. Tuomson. That is approximately $50 million there to $60 mil- 
lion then for parks. As I recall, the authorization for parkways is 
$16 million a year total. 

Mr. Wirtn. This year in parkways we got $16 million for roads 
and trails and $16 million for es aw ays, and in this particular year 
I think we got $20 million for B. and U. We are running a little 
behind our Mission 66 estimates. 

Mr. THomson. B. and U.? 

Mr. Wirrn. We are a little behind the first 2 years. We realize 
certain circumstances surround it. We will try to make it up this year. 

Mr. Tromson. The appropriation was $20 million for buildings and 
utilities. 

Mr. Wirt. $20 million; yes. Roads and parkways, a total of $32 
million. That ran $52 million for ¢ apital improvements, and it should 
have been around $65 million, in our opinion. 

Mr. Tuomson. Frankly, what concerns me about this is that Mis- 
sion 66 was to improve and to make right the intolerable conditions 
existing in our national parks, and I think you are making some 
progress. 

I just wonder if we are not going out and expanding this park 
service to a point where we are going to have something we cannot 
afford. 

Mr. Wirrn. This was in the park system then and the $70 million 
was in Mission 66 and is still in 66. As for Yellowstone and Teton 
Parks in your home State, sir, I think we have moved ahead as fast as 
we can in the construction season out there. At least we have been 
expending close to— 

Mr. THomson. They were not going to let the contracts on the 
bridges in Yellowstone. ‘Those are narrow bridges, about one car at a 
time you can get by. 

Mr. Wirrn. They were in this year’s money. They were advanced 
to 1958 under 1959 contract authorization. Plans were prepared but 
the money was not available. In the accelerated program we moved 
$14 million of 1959 money up to 1958. Actually in 1959 instead of 
$32 million we have $18 million but we figure we have already spent 
$14 million, so we charge it to 1959. We just moved 1959 projects 
ahead one year. Those bridges were in those figures. 

Mr. Txomson. But they would not have been started until next 
year. 

Mr. Wirrn. They were let July 1. ‘Phe plans were ready to go 
but we had to wait for the fiscal year to move ahead. 
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Mr. THomson. Your snow removal study shows up there, that they 
would not have gotten very far. Nevertheless, that is to me a word 
of caution that we have to follow. 

Mr. Wirtu. We have to try the program. We cannot do every- 
thing in 1 year, sir. We set our plans ahead and as soon as the money 
is available we move ahead. We did $14 million worth of work last 
year we could do this year. 

Mr. Tuomson. Is this a unique condition that exists as far as the 
country is concerned during that period of our history, in which 
waterways played an important part in our transportation system, if 
I recall correctly, in the State of New York and down here, and so 
forth? And I have read the Department report. I wonder if there 
are other areas that the Service has in mind. 

Mr. Wirru. This is the only area we have in mind that has this 
problem, I mean the canal proposition. 

Mr. Weaver. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. THomson. On or off the record, we were very interested in 
getting Mission 66 underway, not only from W yoming people, but from 
the people of Nebraska, California, and other places were interested in 
getting it, because of the terrible condition that existed in the parks, 
and so forth. I think we were getting an appropriation at that time 
of $4 million; was that not it? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. It was way down. 

Mr. Tuomson. So it was the joint effort on the part of the Nation 
as a whole that undertook to improve these parks. I used Yellow- 
stone or Teton because I am familiar with them, but it is no different 
with Glacier or Yosemite, where I understand some of the worst 
conditions exist. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Tuomson. I yield. 

Mr. Utiman. I would like to share some of the gentleman’s senti- 
ments with relation to the Crater Lake National Park in my district. 
I feel we have a program that should be going forward with more 
rapid acceleration than it is. I hope we will be able to do that. 

Mr. Wirtu. I will be out there next Thursday. 

Mr. Txuomson. I am interested in this development, but I think we 
have to keep overall development in mind. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Tuomson. I yield. 

Mrs. Prost. The national park law was enacted in 1916; was it 
not? 

Mr. Wirrtu. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Since the enactment of the national park law, do you 
know of a single instance in which a reservoir or a dam has been built 
or constructed within the boundaries of a national park? 

Mr. Wirth. I have to answer that yes and no, Madam Chairman, 
because we do have—if I say no, then somebody will come up and say 
“You have got a little intake dam up such and such a park to get some 
water for your own use.” From a commercial standpoint the answer 
is “No.” However, there are 1 or 2 parks that were established, such 
as the Teton where Jackson Lake is actually an old reclamation 
reservoir that was there before the park was established. 
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Mrs. Prost. Thank you. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Wirth, you have been most helpful and we do appreciate your 
testimony. 

Mr. Wirtu. We appreciate very much the opportunity. Thank 

ou. 
’ Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Col. George B. Sumner, district 
engineer of Washington, D. C., Corps of Engineers and I believe he is 
to be accompanied by Mr. H. W. Adams, Office of Chief of Engineers. 

Colonel Sumner, we are very happy to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF COL. GEORGE B. SUMNER, DISTRICT ENGINEER OF 
WASHINGTON, D. C., CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ACCOMPANIED BY 
H. W. ADAMS, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Sumner. Madam Chairman, members of the subcommittee, 
I am Col. George B. Sumner, district engineer, United States Army 
Engineer District, Washington, D.C. I represent the Chief of Engi- 
neers at this hearing. 

The Corps of Engineers has long been concerned with the develop- 
ment of the water resources of the Potomac River Basin for the bene- 
fit of the public in general and the Chief of Engineers is in full accord 
with the overall objectives of H. R. 1145 to preserve and develop pub- 
lic recreational potentialities of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. 

These potentialities were recognized and provisions were made 
therefore in a report submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of 
the Army on May 22, 1946, on a preliminary examination and survey 
of the Potomac River and its tributaries published as House Docu- 
ment 622, 79th Congress. 

The above report noted that the act approved May 29, 1930, stipu- 
lated that plans for the development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway shall not debar or limit the use of the areas for 
such water-control development that might be authorized in the future 
by the Congress. Similar qualifications had been placed on other 
types of developments in the area by the act approved May 29, 1928. 

The Chief of Engineers believes that this concept of comprehensive 
planning and development of water resources on an equitable basis for 
all beneficial public purposes should prevail throughout the basin. 

Under the authority of a resolution adopted on January 26, 1956, 
by the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate, the 
district engineer, at Washington, D. C., has initiated a review of the 
report contained in House Document No. 622 with a view to the prep- 
aration of a comprehensive plan for the control of floods and develop- 
ment and surveys of the water and related resources of the basin, with 
particular emphasis on present and future needs for water supply 
and pollution abatement. In making this study the Corps of Engi- 
neers was directed to coordinate fully with the Interstate Commission 
on the Potomac River Basin and with the States of Maryland, Vir- 
ginia, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia, 
and with the National Capital Regional Planning Council and other 
Federal agencies concerned to insure full consideration of all views 
and requirements. 

This study, which is now in the initial stages, will consider all 
elements of water resources development. Every plan that has so 
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far been compiled for economic development of the water resources 
of the Potomac has included reservoirs as a primary component of 
the plan. Reservoir storage is considered essential for development 
of a dependable and adequate water supply for the increasing needs 
of the Washington area and such reservoirs as are ultimately found 
necessary may occupy part of the land encompassed in the proposed 
park. 

It is our understanding that lines 16 through 21 on page 3 of H. R. 
1145 intend to establish a firm priority for use of land for park pur- 
poses over any and all other uses in the designated area. The Chief 
of Engineers believes that it would be premature to establish an 
inviolate priority for this purpose throughout the designated area. 

Mr. Ruopes. Colonel, would you yield at that point? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you agree with the language on page 5 of the 
Senate bill ? 

Colonel Sumner. That was my next paragraph. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am sorry to have stopped you. 

Colonel Sumner. However, there would be no objection to the legis- 
lation if the language of the bill were modified to include the stipu- 
lation made by the Congress in the act of May 29, 1930, referred 
to above. 

This modification, as incorporated in S. 77, is as follows: 

And provided further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park purposes shall not debar or limit, or abridge its use for 
such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and exten- 
sion of navigation, or for flood control or irrigation or drainage, or for the 
development of hydroelectric power or other purposes. 

Mrs. Prost. I recognize the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnati. Madam Chairman, I do not believe I have any ques- 
tions. The colonel has told us they are willing to accept the proviso. 
I see that the proviso has the definite statement of declaration of intent. 
This matter is to be handled in the future without prejudice to either 
one of the services that are interested, or the rights and benefits of the 


people of the district of the lower Potomac as Congress may later on 
determine. 


That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sayror. Colonel, what authority do the Army engineers have 
to say to communities that are located on the Potomac River, “Take 
out sewage and industrial wastes that are causing the pollution in that 
river” ? 

Colonel Sumner. We have no authority, sir, to tell anyone what 
to do about pollution; of course, we use all the influence we can to 
preserve the water from such contamination. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know whether or not the State of Maryland 
has ever enacted a law requiring the towns and industrial plants in 
Maryland that drain into the Potomac River to erect sewage treatment 
plants or water treatment plants for industrial waste ? 

Colonel Sumner. I know of none; no, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. If the State of Maryland enacted such laws and en- 


forced them what would be the position of pollution in the Potomac 
River ? 
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Colonel Sumner. The possible pollution, of course, would be greatly 
improved. It would not be eliminated. Mr. Auld is here from the 
District of Columbia; he is an expert on that subject. But it is my 
understanding that 90 percent is about as high as you can get. Well, 
that is almost more than complete treatment, or what is gener ally 

called secondary treatment, which is about 83 percent effective. Tt can 
hi increased beyond that but not 100 percent. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will my colleague yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Coloner Sumner, do you have any information out 
of the Bureau which shows what the pollution is above, say, the bound- 
ary of the District? In other words, do you have pollution coming 
in from untreated sewage from other communities, other residences, 
from industrial waste facilities from this particular area ? 

Colonel Sumner. No industrial pollution to speak of in that area. 
If you mean from, say, the District line up to say, Harpers Ferry. 

Mr. Asprnati. No; I mean clear on up to Cumberland. 

Colonel SUMNER. There is a great deal, of course, above Cumber- 
land, but that is being improved greatly at this time. The river, of 
course, has quite a long way to flow after it leaves Cumberland and it 
is generally in fairly good shape when it reaches Great Falls, which 
is where we take the water now for the District of Columbia. Below 
that there is certainly a little pollution and threats of more. But 
there again I think Mr. Auld can probably give you more specific 
information than I. I do want to say here though we have the Public 
Health Service making a study for us of the entire situation for this 
report which we are preparing. 

Mrs. <n Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. How soon do you expect that report to be available ? 

Colonel Suxrner. Our schedule for completion of that report has 
been June 1961 but that depends on our getting adequate funds for it 
and so far we have not received as much as half of the money required. 
So whether or not we will be able to meet that date will depend, I 
should say, a lot on what we get in the next year. So we have a lot 
of other agencies working w ith us on this and we have a good bit of 
money required for their work, and we cannot 

Mr. Uriman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. What is the status of this year’s funds? I heard 
something about them being deleted from the budget. 

Colonel Sumner. Not that I know of. I think we get the $200,000 
that was in the budget, is that correct ? 

Mr. Apams. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. Did you ask for this amount? Was it requested ? 

Colonel Sumner. That was the amount that was requested, yes, in 
accordance with the program of the President. 

Mr. Utitman. Do you feel these are adequate to go forward and 
complete by 1961 ? 

Colonel Sumner. If you do not consider the other requirements of 
the President’s budget and the Corps of Engineers’ other require- 
ments; we could have used considerably more. 
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Mr. Uttman. I see. This study was scheduled to be completed by 
1961. It seems to me that the Corps of Engineers has the responsi- 
bility of requesting such funds to take care of this study and complete 
it by 1961. 

Colonel Sumner. Of course the Corps of Engineers has to adjust its 
program, too. 

Mr. Utuman. It seems to me that they could ask for it. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Uttman. But the $200,000 you have is not sufficient to carry the 
program along. 

Colonel Sumner. At the speed that we could carry it, yes, that is 
right. It is not. 

Mr. Uutiman. It is not sufficient ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Just one further question. 

Colonel, I asked the question in regard to the State of Maryland. 
Since the boundary of the State of Maryland extends to the southern 
side of the river, do you know whether or not the State of Virginia 
has any antipollution laws? 

Colonel Sumner. The State of Virginia has done considerable work 
on that, but I am not able to answer you reliably on that. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Adams, do you know whether or not they have such 
aws ? 

Mr. Apams. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. It seems to me very strange that these two great States 
in which the water problems are at present, not critical, but at least 
indicating there are points within the near future, they will be, that 
the legislators of these two great States have not seen fit to look 
into the future far enough to make sure that their communities treat 
this precious asset of water properly so that it will be available not 
only for the folks in the District of Columbia, but for the people that 
live in both of the States. 

Mr. Asrprnay. Will my colleague yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Am I to understand from the question my colleague 
has asked and the answer that has been given that there are no require- 
ments in either one of these two States to treat sewage through the 
facilities that are required at least. in my State of these areas before 
they dump it into the river ? 

Mr. Sartor. That is the question that I asked. I am trying to find 
out whether there is such a law and according to the colonel—— 

Colonel Sumner. I am unable to answer the question. 

Mr. Saytor. He says he is not able to answer it. But to the best of 
his knowledge and the best knowledge of Mr. Adams there are no such 
laws in either State. 

Mr. Asprnaut. To me that is a peculiar situation because in my 
State they make even the smallest town, towns of a thousand popula- 
tion have sewage-treatment plants before they dump it into the river. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saywor. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Did I not understand you, in answer to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania’s question, to say that a major portion of the pol- 
lution that reaches the Great Falls area is caaeenen above Cum- 
berland ? 
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Colonel Sumner. It is not pollution by the time it reaches Great 
Falls. The river purifies itself in that stretch without additional 
pollution. I did not intend to convey the impression 

Mrs. Prost. You may not have. I may have misinterpreted your 
answer. 

Colonel Sumner. There is considerable pollution at Cumberland 
and above. That has been treated now. The primary industrial 
source has been the West Virginia Pulp & Paper and they are just 
about to put a sewage-treatment plant in, which is just about completed 
for their end of it. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all the questions I have. 

Mr. Weaver. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Weaver. Colonel, on page 5, I agree with you that the language 
in the Senate bill may prevent controversy in the future as to the 
ultimate disposition of part of*this ‘area. oo just curious to know 
why the engineers feel that that language is absolutely necessary when 
Congress would have the right ; would they not ? 

Colonel Sumner. I would assume that they would have the right, 
but it does seem to me that it is well to put notice in there that there 
may be adam. In fact, I feel very strongly that there will be one 
somewhere although I am not at this time able to say where. 

Mr. Weaver. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman, I feel very strongly that the corps 
should be pressing this study fér completion in 1961 or as early as 
possible and I would just like to press home this point a little bit more. 

At your level did you ask for sufficient funds to do this? I know 
this is putting you on the spot. I am assuming you did. 

Colonel Sumner. Our original program called for more; yes. 

Mr. Uttman. And somewhere along the line this was slashed and 
when the budget was finally presented it contained only the $200,000? 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Uniman. Are you free to tell me how much it would require 
now to complete this program ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, I am. Approximately $1,150,000, I believe. 
Those are approximate figures. I have testified before the Bible com- 
mittee that we could have used $500,000 for this coming year. 

Mr. Utiman. A total figure would be $1,150,000 or thereabouts? 

Colonel Sumner. Something over a million; that is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. And you could have used up to $500,000 this year? 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Uruman. To keep the study rolling and that kind of program 
would have completed the study in 1961? 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. I wanted that to be on the record because I feel this 
is a major point and I am very critical of that type of budget slashing 
above the working level, your working level. Now, you have been 
asked questions about fresh water but I assume there are other wit- 
nesses probably more adequately informed on this matter. 

Colonel Sumner. I would be glad to try to answer your question. 

Mr. Uttman. You mentioned the Washington, D. C. water supply. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Utitman. Do you have any control or jurisdiction over this? 

Colonel Sumner. The Corps of Engineers through the Washington 
district collects, transports, and purifies the water and turns it over 
at that point to the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Uttman. To the District of Columbia? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right; and, of course, the District supplies 
the District and Arlington C ounty, and some water to Falls Church, 
V a. 

Mr. Utiman. Arlington County and some to Falls Church are in- 
cluded ? 

Colonel Sumner. All of Falls Church’s water. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. Comes from the river and from your purification 
plant? 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. You should be fairly well aware, then, of the needs 
of the area. Are the present facilities adequate to take care of the 
fresh-water needs? 

Colonel Sumner. The purification facilities, yes, sir; they are for 
some time to come. 

Mr. Uttman. For some time to come? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. That includes construction of some addi- 
tional filter beds which in our program have not been started yet. We 
just completed a new raw water pumping station at Little Falls, o1 
just about to complete it, and we completed a new filter water pump- 
ing station at the District line at Dalecarlia. We do have some 
29, additional filter beds yet to be installed, and we feel that will bring 
the system up to where it 1s well able to take care of it. 

Mr. Utiman. Have you made any projection studies for the future 
as to the population growths and put together these studies with rela- 
tion to your dry water years, to come up with any conclusion as to 
the : adequacy of water supplies? 

Colonel Sumner. I assume there you are speaking of the overall 
water requirements for the metropolitan area and not just for the 
District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Utiman. That is right, for the whole metropolitan area, 

Colonel Sumner. We are in the process of doing that and we are 
not at this point able to give you anything exact on it. We do know 
that considerable more water is going to be required than was avail- 
able at the presently recorded low flow year 

Mr. Utiman. We, out in the West, realize full well that the only 
way you can adequately analyze water supply is according to your 
historic flows and according to your low flows in a series of years, and 
I am concerned with the problem of a cycle in the future which might 
deprive us of water so that we could not have adequate water to take 
care of an expanding metropolitan area. This is a very honest and 
real concern of mine and I know it must be of yours. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Utitman. How soon would such a study be completed ? 

Colonel Sumner. That would again be the same time as the overall] 
report because we have to get these data from various agencies. We 
have the Bureau of Economic Research of the Department of Com- 
merce working on the population and some industrial use figures. We 
have been getting a lot of help from the Geological Survey and other 
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similar agencies. We have the Bureau of Public Health, of course, 
which will tell us the pollution story so that we can determine how 
much water will be required to take care of pollution after complete 
treatment. 

Now, we are assuming in our report that the States of Maryland and 
Vi irginia are going to have complete treatment and we are still going 
to have pollution and we are are going to have to provide water for it. 

All of those things have to be added together, and irrigation use 
before we are able to give the answer as to the total needs for the area. 

Mr. Uttman. Why ‘does this study have to be tied into your Potomac 
River reservoir development study? It seems to me that they are two 
different things and I would like very much to see at least this study 
go forward at an accelerated pace. 

Colonel Sumner. We feel that only a comprehensive study of the 
entire basin is going to give us the answer to the water requirements. 
You have to know what the needs are upstream. You have to know 
what the runoff is upstream. As to the problems of dams, we certainly 
want to know whether there are alternative means that are less objec- 
tionable than some other means. We want to make a study of the 
entire river to see what is the best from an economic standpoint, other 
use standpoints, and for the impact on the people. We feel that we 
have to do that. We cannot just isolate a section of the river and say, 
“Well, this is a good place to build a dam.” We know a river point 
that is a good place to build a dam, but whether or not it is the place 
with ever -ything considered, we do not know. 

Mr. Utrman. Apart from the problem where you build a dam, it 
seems to me this problem of water use is something that could be 
accelerated and then you could decide where you are going to develop 
the river afterward, but the problem of what you need is a bit of a 
separate problem in my opinion. 

Colonel Sumner. Of course that is going along concurrently. The 
speed with which we determine water - needs depends on how fast. we 

can go with the works of the cooperating agencies, particularly the 
Bureau of Economic Research of the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Utiman. I will be happy to yield to the gentle lady if you 
have some questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Not now. You may proceed. 

Mr. Utitman. Would it be possible for you to get some tables? 
And I am most interested in the historic flows of the river. Do you 
have those tables? I imagine you have measuring stations. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Utrtman. Could you provide the committee with a copy of 
these that could be placed in the record at this point ? 

Mr. Sartor. I reserve the right to object. I am going to object 
to placing the readings in the record. If you want to put them in the 
file it is perfectly all right. If they would serve any useful purpose 
I have no objection to them being put in the file. I do not wish to 
have a record cluttered up here ‘with readings. Gage readings on 
the river mean absolutely nothing to the committee. 

Mr. Uttman. In my opinion, if the gentleman is going to object 
I have no alternative—but in my opinion they are most fundamental 
and it is basic that this committee do know the historic fiows of this 
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river in order to analyze the water needs of the area. But I would 
ask the gentleman to provide the tables of the historic flows. 

Would the gentleman object to just a summary table, a brief sum- 
mary table of the flows? 

Mr. Saytor. No; that is not what was asked in the first place. He 
asked for the gage readings of the historic flows of the river and 
that would be quite voluminous. Am I not correct, Colonel? 

Colonel Sumner. Do you want just the low flow or do you want 
flows over the years? 

Mr. Uttman. For my purposes if you will take the various low 
flow periods and give a summary table in a compact form then I 
would ask unanimous consent to have that placed in the record at 
this point. 

Mrs. Prost. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Uutiman. I certainly will. 

Mrs. Prost. Colonel Sumner, could you give simply a schedule of 
low and high flow over a certain period of years? That would not take 
more than approximately a page, would it? 

Colonel Sumner. We can make it as concise or as voluminous as 
you want. A page—we will do that. 

Mrs. Prost. All right. 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman, in the absence of any reservoir 
capacity, I think it is important that we know the stream flow by 
months during the low years rather than just the annual flow because 
a heayy flow in January means nothing if you have 6 months’ dry 
weather in the summer. What I am worrying about is the 6 months 
of low flow in the summer that might seriously cripple an area of 
this kind. 

Would you do that? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. And I would certainly be willing to submit them to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for his approval before submitting 
them. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, then, such a report will be placed 
in the record pending the gentleman from Pennsylvania’s approval. 

Mr. Utitman. That is all I have, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. CuristopHer. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CurtsrorHEr. I have one question I would like to ask Colonel 
Sumner. 

Is it your opinion that in the near future—and by near future I 
mean within a decade—it will be necessary to build a dam or dams on 
the main stem of the Potomac River in order to guarantee an adequate 
supply of fresh, usable water for the metropolitan areas of this 
district? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. Now, I want to clarify that just slightly, 
because I do not want to get ahead of my study. We feel in prelimi- 
nary studies that considerable storage is going to be required. Wheth- 
er it will have to be on the main stem or whether it can be placed on 
tributaries, we are not yet prepared to say. 

Mr. Curistopuer. That leads to another question, Colonel. If the 
dams are placed on tributaries, then would it not increase the cost 
tremendously of transporting those waters over longer distances than 
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it would if the dam were built across the main stem of the river, say, 
at the River Bend site or some other site nearby that might be selected 
by the engineers? Would that not complicate the thing if you had to 
go 100 miles or something like that to get your water supply ! ? 

Colonel Sumner. Of course, we would not have to go 100 miles or 
so with a conduit. If you h: ave, say, a big dam, a dam big enough to 
take care of supply L00 miles up, you still “release the w ater, most “of it 
will get down if this is not taken out by irrigation or by other people 
who want water. You are not going to lose a great deal, we feel, in 
that flow of the water, but, of course, there are other arguments for a 
dam nearby. You can have much greater control over it. There are 
other factors to be considered, and that is why we have to spend some 
time studying it. Dams vary greatly in cost, depending on the 

Mrs. Prosr. Iam sorry, Colonel, I did not hear you. 

Colonel Sumner. Dams vary greatly in cost depending on how much 
storage you get behind the dam and the geological features. You 
might say you can build four dams here on tributaries, and they will 
supply, say, an equivalent amount of water. It might cost twice or 
three times as much as a dam somewhere else. So that accounts for a 
good bit of our work in trying to determine what is the best place to 
build adam or 

Mrs. Prosr. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Curtsrorner. Just one more question, and then I will yield 
permanently. 

From your remarks, Colonel, I concluded that you could furnish 
this survey much more quickly if you had the funds to do it. What 
is holding you up is lack of money ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curisrorrer. I think it should be the study of this Congress 
and this committee to seek to give you an opportunity to seek to do 
that job just as quickly as the manpower available can do it. 

Madam Chairman, I thenk you. 

Mrs. Prost. Colonel Sumner, I wanted to inquire of you whether 
or not the tributaries that you people are taking into consideration 
are above Cumberland or whether some tributaries below that area 
ure being considered. 

Colonel Sumner. All tributaries; we have completed an interim 
study of the tributaries above Cumberland, that is, above Cumberland 
you have the North Branch and the Savage River and Stoney River. 
We have just about got that covered. 

Mrs. Prosr. You just about have it covered ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. We have made a study of the North Branch 
above Cumberland. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. Then your study is to cover the area south of 
Cumberland ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. Have you in your studies found that there are some 
available tributaries for storage purposes above Cumberland ? 

Colonel Sumner. There are three feasible dam sites above Cum- 
berland for various purposes primarily, well, for water and flood con- 
trol, but the storage available in those dam sites is not in our opinion 
going to be sufficient to do a great deal toward solving the Washing- 
ton water problem. 
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Mrs. Prost. Approximately what storage would the three provide? 
Do you remember that figure ? 

Colonel Sumner. I believe something like 300,000 acre-feet as 
against—just to give you a comparison—River Bend Dam would be 
something over a million acre-feet. Now, those figures may be way 
off. 

Mrs. Prost. You might supply the correct figure for the record, if 
you will, please. 

Colonel Sumner. All right. 

Mrs. Prost. We will appreciate it. 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utiman. I would like to ask the colonel a question. 

Do you have any projection studies available as to the water needs 
of the Greater Washington area based upon its projected growth of 
population? Could you make such a study available for the record ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. We made a preliminary study something over a 
year ago. I do want to point out that is entirely preliminary and is 
presented only as an estimate of what might be. We are waiting on 
our more exact studies to make any conclusien. But I will be glad 
to provide that study. 

Mr. Utiman. I would ask with that understanding that it is a 
preliminary study, that it is a summary study—— 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. That is also to be placed in the record. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, then, such a summary will be pro- 
vided for the record and—off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DIstTRIcTt ENGINEER, 
WASHINGTON DistTrIct, 
Washington, D. C., August 15, 1958. 
Hon. GRAcIeE Prost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DeAR Mrs. Prost: Enclosed herewith is the information which was requested 
by your subcommittee during the hearing held on August 13, 1958. 
I shall be pleased to be of further service should you have need for it. 
Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE B. SUMNER, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 


PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF WATER SuPPLY REQUIREMENTS, WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN AREA 


A population estimate prepared by Dr. Jerome Pickard of the Washington 
Board of Trade in 1957 set the population of the Washington metropolitan area 
at 3,500,000 in 1980 and 4,800,000 in the year 2000. Ata per capita consumption 
rate of 135 gallons per day, the average daily requirement for domestic water 
would be 650 million gallons per day for a population of 4,800,000. The esti- 
mated requirement for 1980 is 450 million gallons per day figured at a rate of 
128 gallons per day per person. 

The requirement for flow regulation for dilution of wastes after secondary 
treatment is still open for determination. A figure of 650 million gallons per 
day has been assumed in the past as the minimum desirable flow for conditions 
up to 1980; 950 million gallons per day for the even more populous conditions 
expected to obtain in the year 2000. 

Water requirements for irrigation are yet to be determined. Assuming a rate 
of development equivalent to the now apparent national average, the demand 
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during July, August, September, and October would be 216 million gallons per 
day in 1980 and 480 million gallons per day in 2000. 

The total of these 3 requirements is 1,316 million gallons per day in 1980 and 
2,080 million gallons per day in 2000. The Patuxent and the Occoquan can supply 
a small portion of the domestic water requirements. 

The lowest recorded flow at Washington is 506 million gallons on August 25, 
1930. The 60-day average flow was 581 million gallons and the 120-day was 
586 million gallons. This critical drought period extended for 180 days, from 
July through December, with an average flow of approximately 740 million 
gallons per day. 

Assuming that the low flows of 1930 will continue to be the critical flows of 
the Potomac River, reservoir storage would be required sufficient to provide 
supplementary dependable flows of 810 million gallons per day in 1980 and 1,574 
million gallons per day in 2000, based on the tentative figures given above. ‘The 
latter would require a reservoir of at least 750,000 acre-feet including an allow- 
ance for dead storage. Any allowance for flood-control storage or other pur- 
poses would be in addition to this. 


Minimum flows, Potomac River at Washington 


{In million gallons daily] 


= Bees — —— — 


Year Date -day aver- 


60-day aver- | 120-day aver 
age flow 


age flow age flow 


1914 BOG: TDS nckviciinaadwhilboatinwbheo’ ‘ wid make 1 480 1, 022 1, 210 
1922 | Sept. 30_.- 5 as eceneccseasisaune (?) 952 1, 152 
1925 Sept. 10.-... sal abe orn dune . aes siieieciat 1 684 947 | 1 365 
1930 Aug. 25 3__- Ae aoe J: : 506 581 " 586 
1941 Oct. 15 ; scans alah ‘ antl 644 884 1, 226 
SOUR AL Ba Oia. test ccacauh utenudenccsmbatetemtadeean 737 | (4) Mena 


1 Estimated from gage at Point of Rocks, Md. 

2 No record. 

3 The average fiow for the drought period which extended from July through December 1930 was 740 
million gallons daily. 

¢ Record not yet published. 


Large floods, Potomac River at Washington, D. C. 


Discharge 


Cubic feet 
per second 


Million gal- 
lons daily 


November 1877 


Sito e Wie le ois eee eee ; 325, 000 2 
Mabie MON. a iscs chi vce Maancds izicsaneadudiie edccadeuaets el sa 275, 000 179, 000 
STE E .c08.-.1 kw dss cmcanessilentensenseriabenucdiedes ae 1 484, 000 314, 000 
PE PIs itn ay cdo pacd cama et nak onet eeuauauoss i 295, 000 192, 000 
AIO VOI nn cock denne we copcuctieininbschestehndcinimdabtbadanesats 484, 000 314, 000 
Ape 1068 anos kann dyes as in Ebates occa atin dgdind hd wibibibanbtonda’ 347, 000 225, 000 
October 1942 ahaa Solel Kis bliin aida liataidentien aiibilacnas 446, 000 290, 000 
A st 1955 ; 
RMR WG d oi Co cindanrecdvassvesuusbcsagdennsccuudgenasaaeeamearened 140, 000 


216, 000 | 


1 Approximate, 


Preliminary statement relating to storage capacity of reservoirs under study 
s ’ or 
North Branch Potomac River 


Storage capacities (acre-feet 


Dead Conserva- Flood Total 
tion control 
North Branch... ‘ 5, 100 90, 500 41,900 | 137, 500 
Stony River 2, 100 25, 400 16, 000 43, 500 
Savage River No. 2 1, 000 LY, OOO 6, 250 26, 250 
Total... . 8, 200 1 134, 900 64, 150 207, 250 


1 Total available for water supply purposes. This will provide an incremental dependable flow of 
297,000,000 gallons daily. 
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Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions of Colonel Sumner? 

Thank you very much, Colonel Sumner. We appreciate your help- 
ful testimony. 

Colonel Sumner. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. The House will be in session in about 2 to 3 minutes, 
and in the event the House does not go into session tomorrow early, 
the committee will reconvene at 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

If the House goes into session early then of course we will have 
to go over to another day. 

Without objection, the resolution adopted by the Federation of 
Citizens Associations, of the District of Columbia, will be made a 
part of the record. 

FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 
OF THE District or COLUMBIA, 
July 16, 1958. 
Hon. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mrs. Prost: The following resolution was adopted by the Federation 
of Citizens Associations at its June meeting, and should be of interest to your 
subcommittee, I find. 

“Whereas the District of Columbia is the point of origin of the C. & O. Canal 
which extends for 186 scenic miles parallel to the Potomac River ; and 

“Whereas the C. & O. Canal is an unaltered example of the great era of canal 
building and is one of the most historic monuments in the East; and 

“Whereas a bill, H. R. 1145, has been introduced in the Congress by Repre- 
sentative Hyde which would parallel S. 77 passed by the Senate in August 1957 
in which it would establish the Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park 
and thereby preserve the finest scenic country in this area for public use and 
greatly enrich the recreational facilities available to residents of Washington, 
Virginia, and Maryland: Be it therefore 

“Resolved, That the District of Columbia Federation of Citizens Associations 
urges that hearings on H. R. 1145 be held at an early date in order to expedite 
enactment of suitable legislation at the present session of the Congress; and be 
it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Secretary of 
the Interior, the National Parks Service, the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, the } National Capital Regional Planning Council, and the Senate and 
House Committees on the District of Columbia.” 

Inadvertently, a copy was not ordered for your subcommittee, so we were 
not notified when hearings were held. If the record is not yet closed, we should 
like to have our endorsement of the project made a part of it. The federation 
represents 54 neighborhood citizens groups within the District of Columbia. 

This park project would seem to be a most worthy one. It has been reported 
that your subcommittee has “pigeonholed” the proposed legislation, and we hope 
that this is not the case—that it will be voted upon favorably at this session 
of the Congress. 

Very sincerely yours, 
MasBet E. Morris 
Mrs. Edward B. Morris, 
Necretary. 

Mrs. Prost. The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., Wednesday, August 13, 1958, the sub- 
committee recessed to reconvene at 10 a. m., Thursday, August 14, 
1958.) 
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THURSDAY, AUGUST 14, 1958 


Hovust or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBiic LANDs OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:20 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 
324, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of H. R. 1145 and S. 77. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. David Auld, Director of the 
Sanitary Engineers, Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. Auld. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID AULD, DIRECTOR, SANITARY ENGINEERS, 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Avutp. Good morning. 

Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Auld, do you have copies of your statement for the 
committee members ? 

Mr. Avutp. I believe I have enough. 

Mrs. Prost. That will be helpful. 

Mr. Avutp. Colonel Welling has asked me to represent him this 
morning as it was first intended that Colonel Hunter would do, and 
both have been prevented from coming. 

I should like to read a statement on behalf of Colonel Welling, the 
Engineer Commissioner of the District of Columbia. 

The limits proposed for the Chesapeake and Ohio National His- 
torical Park fall entirely outside the District of Columbia. There- 
fore, this would not affect any properties under control of the Com- 
missioners nor would it provide any basis for their objection to the 
broad intent of the bill. The District of Columbia would instead 
appear to be the probable beneficiary of such an historical park which 
would provide additional recreational areas within reach of its citi- 
zens. With the growing realization by all community leaders in the 
Washington metropolitan region as to the need for substantial areas 
of open spaces to meet the requirements of a potentially tremendous 
»opulation, the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historical Park could 
be considered an important step in approaching a sound land-use 
program. 
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Lying as it would along the Potomac River throughout its entire 
length, the park could threaten to restrict or preempt ¢ development 
of the river as will be necessary for water-supply purposes. The 
Potomac is the only water source for the District of Columbia and 
Arlington, parts of Fairfax County, and the city of Falls Church, 
all in “Virginia. It will shortly become a principal source for water 
used in Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties i in Maryland. It 
is expected that the W ashington metropolitan area’s population will 
increase over the present 2 million to some 4,800,000 within the next 
40 or so years and 90 percent of the water required must be provided 
by the Potomac. History has shown that the Potomac cannot supply 
the quantity of water demanded by such numbers without flow regu- 
lation. Adequate regulation will require impoundments within the 
Potomac watershed. Just where such impoundments should be placed 
and when is not yet known. However, the existence of the proposed 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historical Park must not be permitted 
to prevent the satisfaction of the transcendent water needs of the 
Washington metropolitan region. 

In recognition of this possible threat to the foreseeable water 
requirements of the District of Columbia and neighboring commu- 
nities, I would be forced to object to the passage of H. R. 1145 unless 
it is ppnensioaihy amended in such manner as to insure that the pro- 
posed historical park will not be permitted to interfere with any pos- 
sible future decision of the Congress to authorize impoundments on 
the Potomac River designed for flow regulation and other appropriate 
development of the river’s resources. 

That, Madam Chairman, concludes Colonel Welling’s statement. 

Mrs. Prosr. I should like to ask, Mr. Auld, what is your estimate 
as to the future water needs by the year 2000. I notice in the state- 
ment of Mr. Welling that you say within 40 years the population will 
increase to approximately 4,800,000. What amount of impoundment 
of water would you have to have? Will 300,000 acre-feet be adequate 
or will you have to have a half million acre-feet to meet this expanded 
population ? 

Mr. Avurtp. You will recall yesterday, that Colonel Sumner, the 
district engineer, indicated that his studies of this subject were not yet 
complete. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Avuwp. In fact, they are several years away from completion. 
Hence, I do not know the precise answer. Preliminary studies made 
by his office indicate some 660,000 acre-feet will be necessary for metro- 
polit: in requirements by the year 2000. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, it sounds as if based on preliminary 
studies that you will require the impoundment of at least twice the 
amount that could be had on the tributaries above Cumberland, ac- 
cording to Colonel Sumner’s testimony of yesterday. 

Mr. Autp. That is right. 

Dr. Minter. Will the gentlelady yield there ? 

Mrs. Prost. I will be glad to yield. 

Dr. Mitter. How much can you impound on this particular river at 
the lower level ? 

Mr. Autp. By “lower level” you mean in the single—— 

Dr. Mitier. The Point of Rocks, somewhere in that area or lower 
down some place where the dam would be. 
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Mr. Avip. Going back to the study of 1956, House Document 622, it 
was possible under that study, or assumed to be, to impound 
1,100,000 acre-feet with the high dam at River Bend. 

Mr. WestLanp. Where? 

Mr. Auxp. River Bend. 

Mr. WestLanp. Where is that? 

Mr. Aub. That is just above Great Falls. 

Dr. Miter. How far will that back the water up ? 

Mr. Aurp. That would extend almost to Harpers Ferry, which is the 
confluence of the Shenandoah and the Potomac. 

Dr. Mitter. How much land would be covered up or be inundated by 
the water / 

Mr. Avuup. I think the figure is about 54,000 or 56,000 acres. No; I 
am mistaken. It is 36,000. 

Dr. Mituer. 36,000 acres ¢ 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Dr. Minter. May I ask one more question ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Dr. Minter. What is the quality of the water at the present time ? 

Mr. Aub. In general the quality of the water of the Potomac when 
it reaches Great Falls is pretty satisfactory. It has been under the 
influence of a certain amount of pollution from upstream commu- 
nities and industries, but it has improved greatly. And at this time, 
it meets all of the requirements, the quality requirements, for public 
water supply purposes. 

Dr. Minter. The quality of the water then would depend in the 
future somewhat on what the towns upstream would do to control 
pollution ¢ 

Mr. Avutp. Yes, their action. 

Dr. Mruter. And whether there would be any industrial plants up 
there that would pour polluted water into the stream ? 

Mr. Avutp. That is correct, sir. In that connection I would like 
to state for the committee that in its inquiry yesterday as to the con- 
trol legislation available in the States, the fact is that both the States 
of Maryland and Virginia have strong antipollution laws on the books 
and have had for some years and they are administered by boards 
of the States and have not been entirely successful nor have they been 
applie d to all communities, but the means are at hand for the control 
of Potomac pollution. 

Dr. Mitrer. In other words, Mr. Auld, you are quite positive, you 
= Mr. Welling, in your engineering studies that in the next 40 

“ars, probably sooner, the me tropolitan area of Washington is going 
to require additional supplies of water from the Potomac River 
and one of those additional supplies will have to come out of building 
a dam near Point of Rocks or some place in that area ? 

Mr. Avutp. I am certain as to the first half of your question, that 
some impoundment will be necessary. 

Dr. Miruer. Is there any other source of water supply around 
Washington, any other rivers or any sources that might be utilized ? 

Mr. Avtp. There is no significant source but the “Potomac. The 
Patuxent River is already fully developed for suburban Maryland. 
It can yield about 50 million gallons a day dependably. 

Dr. Minter. Off the record. 
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( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Auld, I should like to ask if you think it is feasible 
or practical to pick the water up downstream from Washington and 
pump it back up to be used for domestic and industrial purposes, as 
some of the proponents of this legislation suggested earlier in these 
hearings. 

Mr. Autp. It would be physically possible. In my estimation it 
would be very bad practice from a water supply standpoint. It 
seems very bad to me to turn your back on a splendid water source, 
such as the Potomac is above Washington, and substitute for it used 
water, which water in the tidal zone must be regardless of the degree 
of sewerage treatment achieved by the metropolitan area in the tidal 
zones. In periods of dry w eather the river will be substantially just 
used water, sewerage, possibly of good quality, but still it will be 
used water full of minerals which must be removed. 

Mrs. Prost. Iam sorry I can’t quite hear you. 


Mr. Avtp. I say it will be full of many miner als that must be 


removed and possibly some bacterial contamination. 

Mrs. Prost. Probably it would make the water a little more expen- 
sive from the standpoint of purifying it then? 

Mr. Autp. Precisely. 

Mrs. Prost. I notice that Mr. Welling in the last paragraph of his 
statement says that in recognition of the possible threat to the fore- 
seeable water requirements “that he would be forced to object to the 
passage of this legislation. Do you think and do you feel that if the 
committee should see fit to exclude the area, the 35 or 40 miles, which 
Conrad Wirth testified to yesterday that would be inundated by a dam 
at River Bend or some like area, and allow this 35 to 40 miles to 
remain in the District of Columbia Park, but make the national park 
from the extreme north end of the impoundment area or reservoir area 
into a national park, do you feel that that would remove your objec- 
tions to the legislation ? 

Mr. Avuip. Not necessarily, Madam Chairman. 

I am in the position of not knowing where the most favorable im- 
poundment is apt to come until the study is completed. There may be 
considerations when all of the facts are known which would make a 
nearby impoundment impracticable financially or otherwise. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. 

Mr. Curistorner. May I ask a question at that point, Madam Chair- 
man ¢ 

Mrs. bon Fost. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Curistoruer. Would it be your opinion then that this legisla- 
tion “hould be held in abeyance then until such time as you do have a 
report of your engineers and the Army engineers on just how this 
river should be utilized and where these impoundments should be 
built to assure this metropolitan area of an adequate supply of good 
water for the entire foreseeable future? Do you think it would be a 
good thing for this legislation to wait until such time as we know 
definitely what we are doing ? 

Mr. Avxp. I don’t know how to answer that, Mr. Christopher. I 
heard Mr. Wirth’s testimony yesterday to the effect that many features 
of the old canal are deteriorating. I feel that they should be pre 
served if possible. If a delay in the passage of this bill would also 
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delay, shall we say, essential maintenance I think it would be a mis- 
take. I think it should be preserved until the time at least when we 
know the full story. 

Mr. CurisrorHer. Would it not be a waste of money and effort to 
improve that canal area up that river if we have a realization that the 
ier done there is going to eventually have to be covered in consid- 

‘able part by storage water in order to guarantee the city of Wash- 
lana and the sur rounding metropolitan area the water that they must 
have with the expansion of f population that is going to occur here? 

Mr. Autp. I feel it would be this: The improvements throughout 
most of the parkway or park would probably be done at minor cost. 
The actual impoundment may be i0 of 12 or more years away. The 
urgency of the moment is the designation as to where it will be. It 
would seem to me that. until the impoundment becomes a fact that 
limited improvements of the canal would not be a mistake, would be 
accessible to the public and available to them up to that time for 

recreation. I don’t think there would be too much loss. 

Mr. CurtstorHEer. You can, of course, envision the barrage of ad- 
verse publicity and criticism that would fall on this committee and 
the Congress if we attempted to authorize a dam that would inun- 
date rec ently completed park works up that river, can you not, of the 
clubs and associations in these United States that would have this 
room crowded to overflowing, of the mail piled this high on our desks? 
Sir, I have been through it. 

Mr. Avutp. Iam sure that the committee would have problems grow- 
ing out of that. 

Mr. Curisroruer. And I have been through it to the point where I 
would like to dodge a like experience if I have time to see it coming. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. AsprnaLut. Madam Chairman, I have but one question. 

Mr. Auld, I understand that those whom you represent are opposed 
to the legislation unless the proviso which appears on page 5 of the 
Senate passed bill, lines 12 and 17, inclusive, are included in the legis- 
lation ; 1s that correct ? 

Mr. Autp. We did not attempt to suggest the exact form of the 
amendment, but what you suggest would certainly meet the objections 
of my principals. 

Mr. Asprnauui. Now as I understand it, your position is that you not 
only want the 30 or 40 miles closest to Washington on the river left 
open for future water development, for purposes of securing domestic 

water to the District and the area surrounding it, but you want the 
whole area that is to be included in the C hesapeake and Ohio National 
Historical Park area? Isthat right? In other words, you want to have 
the whole river left open for any possible development that might be 
found to be feasible ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Do you think that this language which the Senate 
has placed in the bill goes to that extent ? 

Mr. Avtp. I believe it does, sir. 

Mr. Asptnauu. That is all. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. Sartor. Mr. Auld, how many years have you been down here 
with the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Autp. Iam in my 30th year, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. In the 30 years have you ever taken a trip to the city 
of New York to examine what the city of New York has done with 
regard to its source of water supply ? 

Mr. Auto. I am familiar with it from reading. I have not seen it. 

Mr. Sartor. Might it be that the people of the District of Columbia 
who are in position, such as yourself, have the failure or the lack of 
imagination that the people up in New York have to realize that 
even though they have rivers that would dwarf the Potomac run- 
ning right through the city they haven’t chosen to use them as a source 
of water supply, but they have tried to give the people of the city of 
New York a dependable water supply and looked toward the future. 
They have gone up into the mountains of the State of New York and 
there impounded water and that their foresight which began about 
30 years ago was such that the city of New York, even with the ex- 
panding uses of water now, has a dependable water supply! The 
reason I ask you these questions is that maybe the people of Washing- 
ton have been so accustomed to taking water out of the Potomac right 
at their back door that they have failed to take a real look at the 
potential of what they might find somewhere else. 

Mr. Autp. It seems to me that the obligation in water supply is to 
try to provide the most for the least cost to your people and that 
goes both for quality and quantity. In New York there have been two 
very strong and different schools of thought as to municipal supply. 
The one which is in the ascendancy now does what you outlined. 
They get it in in the high area—for the most part, opportunity for 
contamination oceurs—and supply it unfiltered for the people. There 
are compelling arguments which would justify from the cost stand- 
point the use of Hudson River water which could be purified suitably. 

I think it is a little late for New York to back up and change its 
course. We elected 100 years ago to use the Potomac near Washing- 
ton. It was good then. It is still good. It is the cheapest source the 
people here could have. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, your theory is “It was good enough 
for my grandfather; it is good enough for me”? 

Mr. Aux. I feel, sir, we have an obligation to keep it as good as 
we can. 

Mr. Sartor. I might remind you, Mr. Auld, that we have moved ona 
great deal from the day that the original water system was set up 
for the city of Washington, and even though it was good enough 100 
years ago I think the people who are in a position such as yourself 
have failed to use any imagination. They have just kept the status quo 
and decided they would use the same thing. 

It is true that your wife could do all the baking just as your grand- 
mother used to do; she could do all the canning and preserving as your 
grandmother used to do; but your wife doesn’t choose to do that and 
you don’t want her to do that, because you would like to have your wife 
be more available to you to go with you in the evenings and to enjov 
a little fellowship and sociability in and about the community. Your 
wife looks a little better when you go home in the evening than your 
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grandmother did to your grandfather. I am old enough to have 
remembered grandmother. 

Mrs. Prost. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Saytor. I am serious in this matter of thinking that maybe 
the people who have charge of the water system in the city of Wash- 
ington have taken the matter as being satisfactory up to now and 
suddenly they are confronted with a serious situation. I realize it 
is a serious situation. I realize that you cannot live and this metro- 
politan area cannot grow without water. 

But in your looking at the problem do not look at it as they did 100 
years ago; have a little imagination and live in the latter half of 
the 20th century and realize that you are going to try to take care 
of the folks who are going to be living here 100 years from now, and 
you better get some other source of water rather than right at your 
own back door. 

Mr. Autp. That is why we are worried. We recognize the Potomac 
is still the only source of water this area is ever going to have, and 
public water-supply purposes are the highest uses to which any stream 
can be put. They have priority over everything else and must have 
throughout the United States. 

Mr. Sayvor. You are getting into a little discussion we are going 
into later on. You know there are different laws in regard to water 
in various sections of the country. 

Mr. Aunp. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. That is one of the things that causes this committee 
a great deal of concern. 

That is all. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Would the gentleman yield to me, entirely off the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CurisropHer. I would like to observe at this point that I see 
little need in Washington going to Pennsylvania or out beyond the 
Blue Ridge Mountains to get its water when it is right upstream 
here, right in the door; just build a dam and pipe it downtown. 

Mr. Auto. Thank you. 

Mr. Curistopner. It is all right to go 100 miles for water or 200 
miles if you must. But when nature brings it to your door why in 
the name of all reasonableness go 200 or 300 miles and bring water 
inf I just do not get the point. 

That isall, Madam Chairman. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. Westianp. I am inclined to agree with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania to some extent. I come from a town out in the State 
of Washington with a population of about 35,000 people, but we 
provide about 120 million gallons of water a day because we have 
pulp mills that require about, oh, 80 to 100 million gallons of water 
a day. We have a lot of water in the State of Washington, there is 
a lot of water in that area, but we go back up in the hills and get it. 
And we get real good water by doing that. To that extent at least 
I think the gentleman from Pennsylvania has made a real good point. 
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One of the questions I wanted to ask was whether or not there was 
any area for impoundment above Cumberland, for example. 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Mr. WestLAnp. To what extent are there areas ? 

Mr. Avutp. Within limits, some impoundment can be developed up 
there. I am not in a position to say how much. Colonel Sumner 
mentioned, I think, 300,000 acre-feet yesterday as the extent that was 
feasible. 

Mr. Wesrianp. I would think that your Department would cer- 
tainly look into those areas. Perhaps you already have. I do not 
know. As I say, 180 miles is a long way to bring water, sure. We 
bring it quite a considerable distance; yet we sell it cheap enough so 
that to provide for great sizable industry in the pulp field. It is che ap 
enough so that those people can establish their plants and use it. If 
it is cheap enough for industry it certainly is cheap enough for do- 
mestic consumption. 

Mr. Utuman. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Westianp. I think the prine ipal point, however, Mr. Auld, is 
that you feel satisfied with this legislation with that proviso in there. 

Mr. Avctp. Precisely. 

Mr. Westianp. To my mind that makes you agreeable to this bill. 

Mr. Autp. Precisely. 

Mr. WestLanp. With that provision in it? 

Mr. Autp. Right. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. Madam Chairman, I would like to say to my good 
friend from Washington that I am quite intimately acquainted with 
his area and I do not think he would mean to imply that the situation 
that he has with those great mountain ranges towering behind his 
city an tremendous snow pack in that area compares in any way with 
the type of situation we have in the Washington area. 

Mr. Westianp. Will the gentleman yield. 

I do not know how much water there is back up in the hills around 
Cumberland and the Shenandoah Valley. All I am saying is I think 
this Department would explore that and find out. Mr. Auld just 
mentioned there, some area there, where over 3,000 acre-feet would 
be impounded. 

Mr. Utiman. I say to the gentleman that is correct, and the Corps 
of Engineers testified yesterday that they had made studies, and the 
area of Shenandoah does flow into the Potomac. We are talking 
about the area above Cumberland that the Corps has already analy zed, 
and they said there is 300,000 acre-feet of storage up there. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Ututman. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. a Sumner I believe said the studies were com- 
plete above Cumberland, which meant that they found that the storage 

capacity above C eunbetts ind is 300,000 acre-feet. 
Mr. Uttman. That does not particularly affect this witness. 

Exc ept you do say that you are going to need something in the 
nature of 660,000 acre-feet in the years ahead; is that correct ? 

Mr. Autp. That is correct. 

Mr. Utitman. Does your Department work closely with the Corps 
of Engineers? 
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Mr. Autp. Yes. The Corps of Engineers here is the supply agency 
for the city water system. We supply the finances, but they have the 
jurisdiction of collection and purification from the river. Financially, 
we operate as a utility. We pay their expenses. But we look to them 
for the basic studies on supply. 

Mr. Utiman. Yesterday I asked the representative of the Corps 
of Engineers to supply this committee with some material on stream- 
flow and some on projected needs in the future. Do you have any 
additional study material that could be presented to the committee 
in summary as to, for instance, population growth and future water 
needs of this Greater Washington area? 

Mr. Avuutp. I have a published article by the chief engineer of the 
Washington district engineers’ office, Mr. Byron Bird, entitled “pie in- 
ning Water Supply Expansion for ‘Anticipated Population Increase 
in Washington Metropolitan Area.” I think it touches on many ‘of 
the points in which you appear to be interested. 

Mr. Utiman. I would ask, Madam Chairman, that this be placed in 
the file, if you would supply us with a copy. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection it will be placed in the file. So 
ordered. 

Mr. Utuman. In my opinion, this is the heart of the problem 
that we are considering here. This committee has a great responsi- 
bility. We are talking vaguely about possible alternative water- 
supply sources. We know as a practical fact that we are going to 
need this amount of water. We know that the Potomac above Cumber- 
land is not going to supply half as much water as Greater Washington 
is going to need in the vears ahead. 

Now, do you know of any other sources of water above, such as the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania talked about, that might be tapped ? 
I am interested in finding out. Have you made any studies and do 
you know of any? 

Mr. Avuutp. No: I know of none. We have seen no necessity to 
explore that. When we have this tremendous river basin, which, by 
the way, is 11,800 square miles above Great Falls and is comparable 
to the Hudson, why go outside of our own basin 4 

Mr. Utiman. I can understand that. But you have not made even 
i cursory study to be satisfied in your own mind that there might be 
alternative sites of water. 

Mr. Avtp. Certainly I have not. The Susquehanna, I think, 
the next major stream. It is going to be used by Baltimore. To the 
south the Rappahannock is not very promising. 

Mr. Utiman. There are other fast growing metropolitan areas that 
will be vying for whatever other fresh water sources there are, in 
your opinion 4 

Mr. Avuip. Right. 

Mr. Utiman. I think you indicated you would be definitely opposed 
tothis legislation if you felt that it would cut off any reservoir develop- 
ment to meet the future water sup ply needs, 

Mr. Avip. Most emphatically, sit 

Mr. Utieman. You world be most emphatically opposed to this 


legislation if it would cut off such a possibility in ‘the future? 
Mr. Avup. Yes. 
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Mr. Utiman. But your official position is that you feel that the 
reservation in the legislation as brought out by the gentleman from 
Colorado would satisfy you ? 

Mr. Avup. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. I believe that is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Avcip. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Our next witness is Mr. James M. Grahl, assistant 
general manager, American Power Association. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES L. GRAHL, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER, 
THE AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Graui. Good morning; I have some prepared statements. 

Mrs. Prost. We appreci: ate th: it, and you may proceed. 

Mr. Grant. My name is James L. Grahl, and I am assistant general 
manager of the American Public Power Association. Our general 
manager, Alex Raydon, had hoped to testify before your committee, 
but was called out of town on a business trip this week, and I am testi- 
fying in his place. 

Mrs. Prosr. We appreciate very much the cooperation of the op- 
posing witnesses. We have had you here numerous times and were 
unable to allow you to testify, but we have not been able to control 
the hour the House goes into session; therefore we have been handi- 
capped. We appreciate your coming day after day faithfully to be 
sure you are heard. 

Mr. Granu. We have understood that, Madam Chairman. 

The American Public Power Association is a national trade organi- 
zation representing more than 800 local publicly owned electric utili- 
ties, most of them municipally owned systems, in 40 States, Alaska, 
and Puerto Rico. Our headquarters are at 1025 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

Our association has long been interested in comprehensive develop- 
ment of the Nation’s water resources. Our interest in the Potomac— 
referred to by the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission 
in 1950 as “one of the least used streams in the country’—stems from 
our concern with comprehensive, rather than piecemeal, development 
of the Nation’s rivers. Several of our member utilities in the general 
Potomac area are also concerned. 

This subcommittee is considering not just the merits of a national 
historical park along the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. If this were 
the case, your decision would be an easier one. 

What your subcommittee is weighing is the future use of this area’s 
greatest potential asset—the Potomac River. Your decision will affect 
the daily lives of millions of people for generations to come. Your 
decision will affect the economic growth of this area. 

This, then, is a critical decision. The long-range effects of H. R. 
1145 go far beyond establishment of a national historical park along 
the Potomac. 

Mr. Westitanp. Madam Chairman, may I interrupt there for a 
question ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 
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Mr. Westianp. Mr. Grahl, would you make the same statement 
about S. 77? 

Mr. Gran. Yes, essentially. 

Mr. WestLanpD. I mean there is ; quite a bit of difference, you under- 
stand, between H. R. 1145 and S. 77 in that S. 77 has this proviso, this 
reservation. 

Mr. Gran. Yes; we realize that it has that reservation in it. How- 
ever, as Mr. Wirth pointed out yesterday, this reservation does not 
add to the authority which the Congress would have in any event and 
the gentleman, Mr. Wirth, pointed out yesterday in response to a 
question also that there has never been a reservoir built on a national 
park and despite the reservation it is our concern that with the es- 

tablishment of a national historical park it would be extremely diffi- 
cult to get a dam authorized, whether or not the reservation were in 
the law. 

Mr. WestLanp. And your statement would apply to S. 77 as well 
as H. R. 1145? 

Mr. GRAHL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. a Thank you. 

Mr. Grauw. This bill, in my opinion, could close the door to max- 
imum, comprehensive development of the Potomac River’s vast water 
resources. 

Full development of the Potomac can provide critically needed 
water supply; alleviate the tragic pollution problems of the area, in- 
cluding silting; provide mass recreational opportunities close to the 
heavily populated Washington metropolitan area ; bring under control 
a river that goes from damaging floods to dangerously low flows; ; pro- 
vide a low-cost source of electric energy ; and help meet other prob- 
lems. 

We believe a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park 

can be a highly desirable part of the full development of the Potomac 
River Basin. But the evidence to date is overwhelming that there 
must be a dam or dams on the Potomac above Washington. If there 
are to be storage reservoirs, it is imprudent to pass legislation at this 
session of the C ongress creating a vast national histor ‘ical park which 
could well be partially under water in a very few years, if maximum, 
comprehensive development of this river basin is to be achieved. 
Action on this proposal therefore should await the development of a 
comprehensive plan for full use of the Potomac River Basin’s re- 
sources—to meet the critical water supply, pollution, and silting 
problems which face this area. Recreational opportunities can then 
be considered in relation to an overall plan, and in connection with 
other and additional means of providing recreational opportunities in 
conjunction with this water resource. 


THE NEED FOR FULL DEVELOPMENT OF THE POTOMAC 


Many studies by experts of the area’s water-supply and pollution- 
control problems point definitely to the need for dams on the Potomac. 
Gilbert Levin, a consultant to the Joint Committee on Washington 
Metropolitan Problems and author of excellent reports to the com- 
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mittee on water supply, sewage disposal, and water pollution, wrote 
in his report on water supply: 


Thus it is evident that storage facilities on the Potomac River are needed 
now. The rapidly expanding population in the metropoiitan area and the in- 
creasing use of water upstream for domestic water supply and irrigation make 
this need greater each year. 


Col. Ray Adams, then district engineer for the Washington dis- 
trict, told the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin in 
January 1956 that “there is only one answer—reservoir impound 
ment of water.” 

Brig. Gen. Thomas A. Lane, former Engineer Commissioner of the 
District of Columbia, said last June at hearings conducted by the 
Corps of Engineers on the Potomac River Basin: 


An adequate water supply is so vital to our civilization that when we pass 
beyond the needs of 1980 to those of 2057, there can be no doubt that the en- 
tire storage capacity of the River Bend Dam site will be needed * * * it is most 
important that we develop in the first instance the full storage potential of the 
site 


Byron Bird, chief engineer, United States Army Engineer District, 
Washington, said in a paper presented at the Chesapeake section meet 
ing of the American Water Works Association in Washington on Oc 
tober 31, 1957: 


The pasic water resource development problem in the Potomac River Bastn 
consists of providing a plan for an assured water supply for the Washington 
metropolitan area. This, above all things, is essential to the life and growth of 
the area * * *. If we allow preemption of the best sites of reservoirs by our own 
unplanned and unregulated growth, we shall be accused by our grandchildren 
of planting the seed of destruction to the plant that nourishes them. 


Mr. Bird further said that— 


the water requirements of that population soon will exceed the presently avail 
able sources of supply without surface storage facilities of large capacity in the 
Potomac River Basin. 


He continued: 


The water-supply demand cannot be adequately met by small reservoirs alone. 
It is becoming apparent that the ultimate plan may consist of large reservoirs 
supplemented by small reservoirs where they can satisfy local needs and be sup 
ported by local benefits to offset their initially high first cost. 


Mr. Bird’s statement are frighteningly clear. He says that there 
must. be reservoirs—large reservoirs—on the Potomac, and that we 
should not allow the best sites of such reservoirs to be preempted. 

Mr. bird, in a speech at Staunton, Va., on May 24, 1957, said that 


water planning * * * must be viewed on the basis of a comprehensive ap- 
proach. Therefore, from the very first, the multipurpose concept stands out 
clearly. 


He then asked what specific benefits can be gained with reservoirs. 
His answer: 


We can provide water for municipalities and industry. We can secure reg 
ulated flows in drought periods for dilution of sanitary and industrial pollu- 
tion. We can control floods to eliminate damage and loss of life and permit 
development and beneficial use of lands otherwise not usable. We can make 
water available for irrigation without detriment to others depending on the 
river for its water in drought. We can provide for recreational use of these 
waters for fishing, swimming, and boating. To help pay the cost we can de 
velop waterpower. The doing of these things cannot help but bring greater 
prosperity to an area or region. 
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Dr. Abel Wolman, of Johns Hopkins U niversity, one of the coun- 
try’s foremost sanitary engineers, in his report to the Interstate Com- 
mission, pointed out. that “although major emphasis has been placed 
on sewage pollution, and that is certainly serious enough, the most 
important pollutant of the Potomac River is silt. It is rapidly filling 
the river and channel, he reported, and smothers normal life on the 
river bottom which is essential to biological balance. Even if the 
sewage pollution is adequately controlled, Dr. Wolman’s report shows, 
the siltation will prevent full recreational use of the river. It very 
seriously depresses its value for swimming, sport fishing, and other 
water sports, 

The silt produced by erosion in the Potomac Basin drainage area is 
estimated at 60 million cubic feet per year, and almost all of this enor- 
mous amount of polluting material is deposited on the river bottom 
in the W: ashington metropolitan area, because it is here that the tide 
meets the river, slows its flow and causes the material to settle. 

Interception of the silt in one or more reservoirs offers the only reasonable 
solution to Washington's silt problem— 


Dr. Wolman stated. 


The most important of these reservoirs is the one closest to Washington, for 
it will bear the brunt of the high erosion on the piedmont plateau. 

The Wolman report said further 

Siltage must be prevented in order to preserve the water areas and enjoy the 
benefits of other pollution control measures. Construction of a large reservoir 
above Great Falls is considered the only practical way to solve this problem. 

What these experts say is that the Washington metropolitan area 
is faced today with critical problems in water supply and pollution 
control—problems which could have devastating effects on the life of 
people in this area if not solved. The solution they unanimously offer 
storage reservoirs on the Potomac. 

If the Potomac River today reached its 1930 low flow of 506 million 

gallons per day, the combined needs of water supply (330 million 
gallons per day) would leave water to assimilate the sewage effluent 
(650 million gallons per day) would leave the river 380 million gallons 
per day short of the needs. This deficit takes into account all water 
avallable—a total of 600 million gallons per day—which ineludes Oc- 
coquan Creek and the supply of the Washington Suburban Sanitary 
Commisison, as well as the 506 million gallons in the Potomac (1930 
low flow). ‘These figures were cited by Mr. Levin in his water supply 
report. 

Estimates are that by the year 2000 the total water demand in this 
area, including water supply, sewage effluent assimilation, and irriga- 
tion, will reach more than 2,000 million gallons per day. 

I cite these statistics to highlight an obvious point—that the need 
for Potomac River control is not a distant need; it is a critical need 
that already exists today, and is becoming more critical with each 
passing day. 

Many of the supporters of H. R. 1145 flatly oppose storage reser- 
voirs on the Potomac and in particular a high dam at. River Bend. In 
his report to the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Prob- 
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lems, Mr. Levin takes up the question of water storage. He remarks 
that: 


Once the undeniable fact is accepted that the flow of the Potomac must be 
stored, the only questions are how much storage must be provided and where. 

He pointed out that on the basis of the current study by the Corps 
of Engineers, in the 50-year period from 1965 to 2014, storage require- 
ments will increase at the rate of 20,000 acre-feet or 6.54 billion gal- 
lons per year. 

Using these storage requirements, the study by Byron Bird of the 
United | States engineers examined the relative sets ‘of building var- 
ious combinations of reservoirs selected from a list of more than 100 
possible sites examined by the Corps of Engineers. Four combina- 
tions of reservoirs were analyzed, Mr. Levin’s report states, and I in- 
clude below Mr. Levin’s summary of the relative costs of water stor- 
age by the four alternate schemes: 


Cost per million gallons stored 
Storage scheme: 


1. High River Bend now plus 2 moderate-size reservoirs in 2020___. $13. 50 
2. Low River Bend now plus 8 medium-size reservoirs as needed____ 20. 50 
3. No River Bend, all storage by medium-size reservoirs______-~~_-~ 26. 50 


4. No River Bend, storage supplied wholly by small reservoirs’ 34. 00-37. 00 
1 Adequate only to year 2000. 


It should be pointed out that alternative No. 4—small reservoirs— 
not only would be about three times as expensive as the plan based on 
a high River Bend dam but, equally important, it would be inade- 
quate. It would provide stor age only until the year 2000. 

We would certainly agree that other values than the cost of stor ing 
water must be considered in decisions as to the dev elopment and use 
of the Potomac River, and a relatively high cost for storage might be 
justifiable if one of the more costly alternatives offered cle: arly supe- 
rior recreation and other values. However, I believe that the con- 
trary will be found to be true. A high River Bend dam not only 
appears to offer the cheapest water storage, but it also offers long- 
term adequate storage; it is required for adequate pollution control : 
and in providing a large lake contiguous to the metropolitan area it 
would offer recreational opportunities unequaled by any other scheme 
with which I am familiar. 

On this latter point, there have been allegations that recreational 
use of a River Bend reservoir would be limited and its appearance 
rendered unsightly by radical changes in water level and the periodic 
exposure of mud flats. This same kind of fear was voiced prior to the 
construction of the TVA reservoirs, for example, but have proved to 
be unfounded. By the construction of the upstream reservoirs which 
also will be needed for comprehensive development of the Potomac 
and of other engineering works, reservoir level can be properly regu- 
lated and a highly useful and attractive lake maintained. This has 
been made per fectly obvious at the TVA reservoirs, which have enor- 
mously increased the recreational opportunities for millions of people 
in the river basin, greatly expanded the recreation industry there and 
attracted a tourist business unknown prior to the creation of the TVA 
lakes. 

The Corps of Engineers is now engaged in a comprehensive study 
of the Potomac, which is expected to be completed in 1961. Already 
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some $348,000 has been appropriated for this study and $200,000 is 
provided for this study in the 1959 fiscal-year public- works appropira- 
tions bill which recently was approved by the House. We feel that 
no action should be taken affecting the Potomac area until this com- 
prehensive plan is presented and considered. This is particularly true 
in the light of preliminary statements by the corps that “reservoir 
storage is considered essential * * *.” To take over lands along the 
Potomac for a national historical park i in the face of the overwhelming 
evidence that storage reservoirs must soon be built on the Potomac is 
putting the cart before the horse. 


SENATE AMENDMENT ON MULTIPURPOSE USE 


We are aware that the Senate amended S. 77 to include a provision 
that— 
designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park 
purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for such works as Con- 
gress may in the future authorize for improvement and extension of navigation, 
or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the development of hydro- 
electric power or other purposes. 

The report of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
says the purpose of this amendment is— 
to disclaim intention by this committee, in recommending 8S. 77, to preempt or 
raise a barrier to projects which the Corps of Engineers or others may recom- 
mend and the Congress find desirable in the future. 

However, there is a precedent which indicates that once land is taken 
and put into use as a national park it is virtually impossible to put it 
to other broader public uses. This is the Echo Park Dam issue. 

In 1938, by Presidential proclamation, some 200,000 acres were 
added to the Dinosaur National Monument, including the Echo Park 
and Split Mountain sites. The P1 esidential proclamation effectively 
reserved the opportunity to use those sites, and others, for water- 
resource projects. Later, however, the cry was raised that ‘dams would 
violate the sacred confines of a national monument and, therefore, 
should not be permitted. And the dam was not authorized. 

I am confident that if the Congress passed this bill (H. R. 1145), 
with the Senate amendment, and if at a later date a oat proposal 
for a Potomac River dam or dams came before the Congress, there 
wolud be a great outcry that the Chesapeake and Ohio C anal Histori- 

cal Park lands should not be flooded out. There would be strong 
protests that, no matter what Congress said back in 1958 about water 
storage on the Potomac, it would be a violation of national park lands 
to cover up a part of an existing national park, to reduce the size of 
this park, and to destroy the recreational improvements that had been 
made on the lands. The Senate amendment would have legal effect, 
but we are fearful that the opponents of multipurpose river develop- 
ment would use the existence of a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park as a major weapon against vitally needed dams. 

In fact, it might well be conjec tured that one of the principal reasons 
for the introduction of this bill, at this particular time, is to block the 
construction of storage reservoirs on the Potomac Rive > at any time 
in the future. 
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MASS RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 


There is another facet of the matter which I would like to discuss; 
namely, the recreational opportunities for the growing population in 
this area. 

One of the main purposes of the proposed national historical park 
is recreation. Many of the park’s proponents have said that dams 
on the Potomac will hurt recre: ational opportunities. 

We believe that storage reservoirs on the Potomac would bring 
more recreational] opportunities to more people than an unregulated 
river. A lake on the Potomac, within easy driving distance of Wash- 
ington, would be a boon to the hundreds of thousands of people in 
this area. 

Gilbert Levin, in his report on water supply prepared for the Joint 
Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, points up the fact 
that there are two sides to the recreation question. And he indicates 
that more people could benefit from “a large fresh-water lake near the 
metropolitan area” than from the more limited hiking, fishing, and 
camping facilities without a reservoir. 

He says: 
Some recreationalists strongly believe that the reservoir would seriously im- 
pair the recreational opportunities which the area to be inundated now offers 
Hiking and riding trails, fishing trails, fishing streams, outdoor camping sites, 
and similar facilities would be lost. Other recreationalists think just the oppo- 
site. A large fresh-water lake near the metropolitan area would provide much 
needed swimming, boating, fishing, picnicking, camping sites, and the like to 
hundreds of thousands of people in the area. They cite Lake Mead as a case 
in point which attracts more than 2% million visitors annually because of the 
recreation it offers. 

Mr. Levin speaks also of the argument that a reservoir on the Po 
tomac “would destroy a large portion of the C. & O. Canal and other 
historical landmarks.” He points out that other people say— 
this is not an unreasonable price to pay when weighed against our need for 
water and that much of the canal will still remain in existence. 

In short, we believe it could be said that the Congress should not be 
confronted with the alternatives of hiking and recreational oppor 
tunties, or water-storage reservoirs—alternatives that are posed by 
H. R. 1145. Instead, by postponing action on this bill, the Congress 
at a later time can consider the creation of recreational opportunities 
and water-storage reservoirs, for certainly the two are not incom- 
patible. In fact, experience elsewhere has shown that the creation of 
these reservoirs has greatly enhanced recreational possibilities for a 
larger number of persons. 

CONCLUSION 


We urgently recommend that your committee take no action on this 
bill at this time. This does not mean that we are opposed to the es- 
tablishment of a Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park. It 
simply means that, weighing all factors involved, we strongly be 
leve that only through ‘broad multiple-purpose use of the Potomac 
River Basin’s resources can the critical water supply and pollution 
control needs of the area be effectively met. This means putting first 
things first. In our opinion, the national historical park is desirable : 
the water supply, pollution control and other problems of the area are 
of critical and overriding importance. 
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We further believe that your committee’s approval of the Senate 
version of this proposal would constitute a serious and practical road- 
block in the path to full development of the Potomac. 

We therefore urge the committee to postpone action on H. R. 1145 
until the Corps of Engineers and other agencies complete current 
studies covering a comprehensive plan for dev elopment of the 
Potomac River Basin. 

That concludes my testimony, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Grahl. 

I notice that on page 4 you state that construction of a large reser- 
voir above Great Falls is considered the only practical way to solve 
this problem of siltage, and preserve the water areas for the benefit 
of the other pollution ‘control measures. 

Could you look at the map and indicate to us approximately where 
your recommendation goes to with regard to location of the Great 
Falls Dam ? 

Mr. Grant. The reservoir that Dr. Wolman recommended was the 
River Bend Reservoir, the one that the Army engineers recommended 
in their report. 

Mrs. Prost. Can you point out where the dam would be, please, Mr. 
Grahl ? 

Mr. Grau. I assume it is right here. This is it. 

Mrs. Prost. That is where Seneca is located. Down at the end of 
the heavy black line is where Seneca is. Where is it contemplated the 
high dam would be placed in relation to the Seneca spot on the map? 

Mr. Grauu. It is at the River Bend site above Great Falls. 

Mrs. Prost. How far above Great Falls? 

Mr. Granu. [am sorry, I do not know exactly. 

Mrs. Prost. Would it. be a mile or two or would it be 20 miles 
above ? 

Mr. Grauz. Lam afraid I could not say. 

Mrs. Prost. Perhaps some other witness will be more familiar with 
the location. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Madam Chairman, as Mr. Grahl was giving the 
statement, which was a very good statement, at least of water reservoir 
Sorelapenant, I was unable to determine from your statement, Mr. 

Grahl, whether you were thinking in terms of storage of water for 

oa for domestic and municipal purposes, or do you have in 
mind, because of the people whom you represent—do you have in 
mind that there would be an attending hydroelectric power develop- 
ment at the same time ? 

Mr. Granw. Yes, this is what we would certainly hope, Mr. Aspi- 
nall. ‘This is, of course, one of the reasons that we consistently sup- 
port multipurpose development where studies show that this 1s eco- 
nomically and technically feasible and desirable. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Did you say if studies show ? 

Mr. Gran. Yes, sir. We would not support the production of 
power if the studies showed it would be uneconomic to produce power 
at a given site. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Let me understand that. Have you made any sur- 
vey or any study at all of what power produced at this area would be 
as compared with power produced, we will say, by fuel ¢ 
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Mr. Granu. The most recent data we have are those which were 
developed in the course of a 1946 study by the Corps of Engineers— 
or was it the district engineer in 1944—one of those studies showed 
that the River Bend Dam, for example, would produce 120,000 to 
150,000 kilowatts of hydro power and that this power could be de- 
livered to distributors, to utilities for an average cost of about 7 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, and for many of the utilities within transmission 
distance this would be desirable power from an economic standpoint. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is all based upon a 1946 study ¢ 

Mr. Grau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The cost having changed a great deal in all 
instances. 

Mr. Grauw. Yes, sir, including thermal power. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I said in all instances. 

Mr. Grant. Yes. So that our assumption is that the studies which 
are now going forward will show that it is feasible to produce power 
as a byproduct of a multipurpose development. But we will have 
to wait until the corps completes its studies. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Let me ask my question another way. If it were 
not for the hydroelectric power possibilities of this installation what 
would be your position then as to the comparative values between 
using this area for recreational use and the preservation of the 
canal facilities as compared with using it purely as a place to store 
water for municipal water use ? 

Mr. Grant. I think that if there were no power aspects we prob- 
ably as an association would not take an active role in the issue, but 
we would still as a general policy favor multipurpose development 
of the river and not single purpose development, which in our opinion 
H. R. 1145 and S. 77 threatens to do. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Would there be the possibility that this river has 
to purify the water in a very short distance, that there might be other 
dam sites, reservoir sites, up river, where you could build a stor- 
age facility and at the same time maintain the values that you have 
here close to Washington ? 

Mr. Grant. This is certainly a possibility. The Potomac River, 
as you know, has been studied almost to exhaustion and the engi- 
neers on the basis of several studies they keep coming back to the 
River Bend site and the reason for that in this case as in many other 
cases, hydro power is regarded as desirable by the engineers in that 
the development of hydro power helps to pay for the cost of the 
installation. 

Now, if the Corps of Engineers in completing its studies in 1961 
comes up with a wholly different pattern than they have previously 
for the development of the Potomac River we would have to review 
their conclusions before we could have a judgment of our own. 

Mr. Asprnau. My only answer to that statement is this. You say 
it has been studied almost to exhaustion. I have difficulty going 
along with that. Apparently in all of this study there has been no 
conclusion upon which this committee at the present time could 
make a determination of values. That is what bothers me somewhat. 

That is all the time I am going to take, Madam Chairman. 

I wish to advise the witness now that I am throwing him over to 
the wolves because he has some statements in here that I think are 
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going to be open to a little bit of argument from my friend from 
Pennsylvania who is going to call attention to particular matters 
that I had in mind but I would like to see my friend in action. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Sartor. I appreciate my new appellation. I have been called 
a good many things in my life but I never knew I was a wolf. 

Mr. Asprvaty. You are a friendly wolf. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Grahl, I am interested in a statement that appears 
on page 8 of your statement. It follows the comment that you are 
still not satisfied with the recommendations in S. 77, because you set a 
precedent which indicates that once land is put into a national park it 
is impossible to put it to other broader public uses. As a result you 
cite Echo Park. You do not know much about Echo Park, then, if 
that statement is supposed to be correct, do you ? 

Mr. Grant. I do not—compared with the Member, do you mean? 

Mr. Sartor. No. You just apparently do not know much about 
Dinosaur National Monument or Presidential proclamation of 1938. 

Mr. Grant. It is my understanding—and I have read the Presi- 
dential proclamation. I do not have it with me. But it was my 
understanding that the Presidential proclamation reserved the right 
to develop the waterpower site in the monument area when the park 
was set up. 

Mr. Sayror. Now, I might refresh your recollection. You can 
read the Presidential proclamation of 1938 and never find anything 
that mentions Echo Park or Split Mountain or anything about a gen- 
eral reservation of power sites. 

Mr. Granu. The reference was to a clause in the Federal Power Act 
if my recollection is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. Oh? Your recollection is still faulty. The Presi- 
dential proclamation says that in accordance with the findings of the 
Federal Power Commission the rights are reserved to Brown Park 
and that is the only place that you find any reservation in Dinosaur 
National Monument. 

Mr. Grant. This does not square with my recollection of the docu- 
ment. 

Mr. Sartor. I just cleared it with my colleague from Colorado and 
he had the same thing marked as I did to tell you that there is nothing 
in the Dinosaur National Monument withdrawal that has anything to 
do with Echo Park or Split Mountain, and that the only thing that 
was preserved in Dinosaur National Mountain was a site at Brown’s 
Park and if the Brown’s Park site would have been chosen by the pro- 
ponents of the upper Colorado River there could not have been much 
argument made against it; but instead of choosing that point they 
went way on down the river and decided to flood out the entire monu- 
ment. 

Mr. Grane. It is not my understanding that that would have flooded 
out the entire monument. 

Mr. CuristorHer. Would the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield 
to me at that moment? 

Mr. Sartor. My colleague said it would have inundated Steamboat 
Rock. Well, it would have put a good bit of Steamboat Rock under 
water and my colleague from (¢ ‘olorado and I are a few of the people 















148 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


in the United States who have gone down and seen Steamboat Rock 
right from the river, and at the time we went down in company with 
a man who is in the room right now, Mr. Penfold, my son and Mr. 
Penfold’s son, we commented on the fact that the Bureau had de- 
cided that it did not like the withdraw up at Brown’s Park and that 
they were going to move on down in and inundate a good bit of the 
valuable park of Dinosaur National Monument. 

Now, nobody from the Bureau of Reclamation or anybody else ever 
came before this committee and asked to build a dam at Brown’s Park. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will my colleague yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Aspinauu. I would like tosay that I was going to use the same 
argument in consideration of the upper Colorado River legislation, 
Mr, Grahl, relative to Dinosaur National Park Reservation that you 
tried to use. I perhaps got the greatest legislative whipping that I 
have ever taken in my life. Congress w ould not go along with it. I 
am convinced, as I think my colle: ague from Pennsylvania will agree, 
that if we have a reservation, a general reservation in here that means 
what Mr. Auld suggested, and some others have suggested, to leave 
this matter open, and I am not saying the bill should be approved at 
this time, but if it leaves it open I do not believe that any question 
we have established by implication or direction would keep water 
development programs from being had in this area. I doubt whether 
you had any precedent that you referred to. 

Mr. Grauu. That is reassuring. 

Mr. Sartor. Certainly not the precedent that has been set forth at 
Dinosaur National Monument. In other words, that was never the 
issue. I think if you will go back and read the record you will find 
the people who made the statement, who were strong opponents of 
Echo Park, were successful in having it deleted from ‘the bill, are on 
record as having made statements that had the Bureau come in and 
asked that the dam be built at the site of Brown’s Park, which was 
contained in the Presidential proclamation in 1938, there just would 
not have been any logical argument that you could have made. And 
because my colleague from ( ‘olorado made the same argument that you 
did in that fight I was able to give him what he described as the worst 
parliamentarian licking he ever got in his life. I do not think it was. 
[ just think it was a victory for the American people rather than a 
legislative whipping. 

‘Mr. Curistorner. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnau. It placed you in the category of a wolf. I do not 
wish to be placed in the « ‘ategory of a thief. 

Mr. Curisroruer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Saytor. I will be glad to yield to my colleague. 

Mr. CHRISTOP HER. The fact remains, does it not, Mr. Saylor, that 
we keep those rocks and gorges out there at the national park, but in 
order to keep them we surrendered the greatest dam site in the upper 
Colorado program? Is that not a fac 2 

Mr. Saytor. No. You have to remember, my good colleague, that 
there are certain people in these United States that cannot see two 
hills come together that they do not get filled with an insatiable desire 
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to fill them with concrete. And I happen to be one of those folks 
that would believe that there are certain advantages to keeping a little 
bit of the rivers that run through this country as God made them. 

Mr. Curistoruer. Let me ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
if I may, just one question. 

Do you not think that the Tennessee and Cumberland River country 
is much more beautiful today than it was before those dams were built? 

Mr. Sartor. As far as being accessible, the answer is “ Yes,” but not 
when you go into them sometime when—— 

Mr. C 'HRISTOPHER. I have been through them. 

Mr. Sartor. The river goes down and you have the mud flats stick- 
ing w ay up on the top. if you think that is beauty, then your idea 
of beauty and mine are entirely divergent. 

Mr. Grahl, you had a nice statement. I cannot agree with all of the 
theories, but it is a good presentation. 

Mr. Gran. | thank you. 

I would like to comment on your reference to mud flats in the 
TVA. I am not an expert on the TVA, but I have been at some of 
the reservoirs and I know the wonderful recreation that those pro- 
vide. The reference to mud flats in my opinion is a little bit unfair 
to the very fine water recreation opportunities which those represent. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Grahl, come into my office some time and take a 
look at a series of pictures that I have that were taken not in the 
Tennessee Valley, but in the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir area before it 
was a part of the national park and before the reservoir was there, 
and then read the arguments that \ were made as to how it was going 
to improve the beauty of the area; and then take a look at some of 
the pictures I have of that dam area when the water has gone down. 
If you think that is anything that contributes toward beauty and 
recreation 

Mr. Gran. No, sir, I am not. I have a modicum of commonsense 
and I don’t regard mud flats as desirable any more than you do. 
The Hetch Hetchy example is not what has to be done on the Potomac 
River. I reiterate that the TVA experience and the Cumberland 
River experience demonstrate that we do know how to develop and 
control a river for multiple purposes, including recreation. It has 
been done. There are millions of people that enjoy the TVA reser- 
voirs every year and they do not tramp through mud flats to do it. 
The drawdowns in the Tennessee ordinarily are in the upstream 
tributary reservoirs; is that not right? 

Mr. Sayvor. That is right. You should see some of those upstream 
reservoirs. 

What I would say, since you represent the American Public Power 
Association, the only reason the mud flats are not worse is that now 
the Tennessee Valley uses thermol for producing, I think it is, about 
74 percent of its power. 

Mr. Graunw. It is not producing any less hydro than it did before. 
It is producing more. The best combination you can have is thermo 
and hydro for efficient power production. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. To my friend from Pennsylvania I would like to 
comment I am interested in beauty, too, but I think we in this 
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country and the people throughout the world are faced with a prob- 
lem of survival; and I think survival of this Nation is of fundamental 
importance and in order to assure survival we are going to have to 
look ahead just a few years. Now, all the countries in the world, 
including Kussia, P akistan, India, wherever you go, the prob- 
lem is water storage. The Aswan Dam is probably the key to the 
whole Arab uprising in the Middle East. The core of the problem 
of civilization is the problem of storage and utilization of its water. 

I think that we have just a little bit of an example here of what 
is going on throughout the world. I am not saying that a dam 
should be built, but I am saying that we here in this committee have 
the responsibility of making sure that if a dam needs to be built that 
the river is open so that it can be built. I just want to say—— 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. I yield to » the gentleman, yes. 

Mr. Saywor. I appreciate your comments and talking about the 
forward look. I would also remind you to look backward. Just take 
the admonition that Isaiah gave to the children of Israel. 
Woe unto any nation that builds door to door and house to house until there is 
no room in the land for the people. 

Mr. Utiman. I think you said this morning that you accused some- 
body of saying what was good for his grandpappy was good enough 
for him. JI would rather look forward. Just to comment, and not 
take any more time, in your statement on page 5 you say that the 
Potomac River reached its low flow in 1930 of 506 million gallons per 
day. Do you know how that compares with an average flow ? 

Mr. Grauw. Offhand I do not have the figure in my mind. 

Mr. Utiman. You can substantiate those figures, where the 506 
million gallons was the flow, and a combination of the needs of water 
supply of 330 million gallons, and of the necessar y water in the river 
for sewage effluent would be 650 million gallons and that would leave 
the river 380 million gallons per day short of the needs. 

Mr. Gran. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ULLMAN. That is under today’s population conditions and not 
projec ted into any future growth in population, is that right / 

Mr. Granu. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. Of course we have had testimony here that the 
Greater Washington area is going to double in size, in the not. too 
distant future, which of course would reemphasize the message in those 
particular figures. I just want to comment that your statement has 
been well prepared and we appreciate having copies. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I will not take any time. You have other wit- 
nesses who are waiting to appear. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gran. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. We appreciate and thank you for coming. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Clay Cochran, representing the indus- 
trial union department, AFL-CIO. 

And let me state before Mr. Cochran makes his statement : Of course 
the House goes into session today at 12 o'clock. If the House does not 
go into session early tomorrow the committee will proceed to take 
testimony tomorrow. 
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I have been advised that there are people in the room who wish to 
appear in opposition and who have come here each day that the com- 
mittee has been in session. I apologize for having to continuously 
bring you people back here, but we will try by some method to hear all 
of those who wish to be heard in opposition. 
e will proceed with Mr. Cochran. 

I understand, Mr. Cochran, that you have come back from some 

distance in order to be heard. 


STATEMENT OF CLAY L. COCHRAN, REPRESENTING THE 
INDUSTRIAL UNION DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO 






































Mr. Cocuran. Yes. Madame Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, my name is Clay Cochran. I represent the industrial union 
department of the AFL-CIO, in the absence of our director, Albert 
Whitehouse. This autonomous department represents the interests of 
industrial workers within the AFL-CIO, and externally as well. 
There are 69 unions affiliated with the Department with a total mem- 
bership of 7 million. 

We appear here today in opposition to the enactment of H. R. 1145 
which would establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park on the Potomac above Washington. 

Our opposition is based on our responsibility for protecting and 
promoting the welfare of industrial workers, a responsibility which 
embraces our firm belief that the resources of this Nation should be 
developed and utilized for the “greatest good to the greatest number’ 
of our people. Our policy position on this measure is entirely in 
accord with that of the AFL-CIO and the Greater Washington 
Central Labor Council. 

Madam Chairman, there are a couple of resoluiions, an excerpt of 
one and full resolution attached to my prepared statement which I 
would like to have included in the record although I am sure Mr. 
Turner will also introduce the one from the Washington Central Labor 
Council. 

Mrs. Prost. Are you speaking of the ones in your statement ? 

Mr. Cocuran. At the back of the statement. 

Mrs. Prosr. On page 6, which is an exhibit? 

Mr. Cocuran. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. Without objection the exhibits will immediately 
follow the statement. 

Is there any objection? Hearing none, so ordered. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


ExnHrsit No. 1 





Excerpts from a resolution adopted unanimously at the first constitutional 
convention, AFL-CIO, 1955 (proceedings, pp. 132-133 

“Only the Federal Government can provide effec tive leadership to develop our 
large river basins, and only the Federal Government can provide the multipurpose 
planning that can bring the maximum flood control, power, navigation, recrea- 
tion, and irrigation which so many of our river basin areas need. 

“We ask the Federal Government to provide effective leadership to develop 
our large river basins.” 
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Exuisir No. 2 


Resolution unanimously adopted by the Greater Washington Central Labor 
Council, AFL-CIO, at its meeting on July 7, 1958: 

“Whereas the Hyde bill, H. R. 1145, would freeze the development of the 
Potomac River by creating a national park along the C. & O. Canal, thereby 
making it difficult if not impossible in the years ahead to secure the multiple- 
purpose development of the river for domestic, industrial, and irrigation water, 
flood control, siltation and pollution control, recreation, and electric power and 
would, instead, give us a single-purpose development of limited recreational 
facilities ; and 

“Whereas the Corps of Engineers is engaged in the preparation of a new report 
on the problems surrounding the use of the waters of the Potomac: Therefore 
be it 

“Resolwed, That the Greater Washington Central Labor Council, AFL-CIO, 
urge that H. R. 1145 not be passed by the Congress, and that no further consider- 
ations be given to the creation of a national park on the Potomac until the Corps 
of Engineers completes its study and reports to the Congress ; and be it 

“Resolved further, That we favor the comprehensive, multiple-purpose devel- 
opment of the Potomac River as the best means of meeting the ever-increasing 
requirements of the metropolitan area for water, flood control, siltation and 
pollution control, electric power, and recreation for our ever-increasing 
population.” 


Mr. Cocuran. Our immediate reason for opposing passage of H. R. 
1145 is that the creation of this national park on the Potomac would 
make difficult, if not impossible, the comprehensive development of 
the Potomac. 

Mrs. Prost. At that point, Mr. Cochran, may I interrupt you? 
Have you read the amendment to S. 77% Have you read the new 
bill? 

Mr. Cocuran. Yes. I read S. 77 and noted the reservation there. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you feel that the amendment is sufficient to allow 
dams to be placed on the river should the need arise? 

_Mr. Cocuran. Let me answer your question this way, Madam 
Chairman: I was here a moment ago when Mr. Saylor and Mr. Grahl 
were discussing this matter, and the next paragraph of my statement. 
touches on the Dinosaur Monument controversy. 

I have had the same impression that Representative Aspinall ap- 
parently had earlier and Mr. Grahl mentioned today that the pro- 
vision there was clear. However, as I point out again in my state- 
ment I do not believe that the reservation will do the job that we 
have in mind for this reason: The most vigorous debates I had over 
Echo Park Dam with anyone who did not want it included in the 
upper Colorado development were with the late Bernard DeVoto who 
was a great conservationist. Apparently he had not read the Presi- 
dential proclamation either because he did not correct me when I 
told him the reservation for Echo Park Dam was there. The view- 
point he expressed was that: 
as a conservationist and defender of the wilderness, national parks and related 
areas, I do not care whether a reservation for water power development is 
included in the proclamation or not. We have to stop any kind of hydro develop- 
ment in those areas because if we ever open the door for one power dam there 
will be all kinds of demands for invading them and we just have to stop it here. 

In other words, I do not think it would have made any difference 
to Mr. DeVoto or his friends if even the site of Echo Park had been 
named in the proclamation. His opposition was based on the general 
principle that park and wilderness areas should not be invaded. 
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Mrs. Prost. In other words, you are saying, if I interpret you cor- 
rectly, that even though the reservation may be in the legislation you 
feel that public opinion may preclude the development; is that it? 

Mr. Cocitran. Yes; and I think, based on the news report that I 
saw of Mr. Wirth’s testimony, he tends to take the position that despite 
the reservation in the bill he would not favor the building of large 
reservoirs once the park is established. I think this would be a 
general viewpoint. As a principle I think it is sound and that is 
the reason that we think that the planning for a national park or 
some similar recreational facility should be a part of an overall 
measure so that the matter can be settled by the Congress at one time 
and not put thousands of sincere people in a position of having to 
override their own principle that national parks should not be invaded 
for other purposes. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Cocuran. Various conservation, recreation, and sporting groups 
unite readily to oppose the invasion or abolition of national park 
areas once established and this is as it should be. The inclusion of 
language indicating that creation of a national park would not fore- 
close future development is unlikely to be effective. We recall very 
clearly that the proclamation creating Dinosaur National Monument 
provided for future water-resource development; yet when the upper 
Colorado storage-project bill was under consideration, recreation, 
sporting and conservation groups opposed authorization of Echo Park 
Dam as though no such provision existed. The very fact that we are in 
agreement with the general principle that national parks should be 
inviolate compels us to take a strong position against passage of any 
bill which might hamper the full development of the Potomac. 


A LONG-RUN APPROACH IS NEEDED 


Our primary concern must be to facilitate planning and develop- 
ment for the future health, happiness, prosperity, and comfort of the 
rapidly growing population of this metropolitan area, including the 
industrial workers who help to make up the total of about 150,000 
members of organized labor who live here. The Potomac River has 
never been developed nor cared for in the manner dictated by our 
level of knowledge, our engineering capabilities, or our responsibili- 
ties for the wise utilization of resources. 

The hearings have surely made available to the members of the 
committee the basic data on the Potomac, but let me touch briefly on 
a few points: 

It is a river of highly erratic flow, with the recorded peak flow 
somewhere around 625 times the recorded minimum flow. Demands 
for water for irrigation, domestic, and industrial uses are rising 
rapidly. According to the Wolman report “within a few decades the 
amount of water taken from the river will exceed the present mini- 
mum flows,” to say nothing about the necessity for sufficient remain- 
ing flows to meet other needs, such as pollution abatement. 

It is shameful that the Capital City of the richest nation on earth 
is currently located on the banks of a sewage reservoir which is 
rapidly filling with silt from adjacent lands flowing in at the rate of 
approximately 60 million cubic feet per year. Correction of this 
condition surely takes precedence over less important matters. 





154 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


For the present, and even more so for the future, the requirements 
for adequate water supply, pollution abatement, flood control, hydro 
power, and recreation compel us to look in the ‘direction of compre- 
hensive multipurpose development of this once clean and beautiful 
river. 

As for the advantages of recreation areas, none of the proponents 
of this bill are more conscious than are our members of the impor- 
tance of adequate, inexpensive, conveniently located facilities for 
such purposes. It is the people with whose w velfare we are most con- 
cerned who have the least money for trips to the seashore or the moun- 
tains. Representative Aspinall stated recently that the number of 
visitors to National Parks had climbed from 22 million in 1946 to 
more than 59 million in 1957, but the number of visitors to Army 
engineer projects increased from 16 million in 1950 to 80 million in 

1957. Visitors to the TVA lakes alone jumped from 10 to 40 million 
in the past 10 years. ‘These statistics do not support the contention 
that comprehensive development is in some sense the deadly enemy 
of the sportsman and outdoor lover. The basis for such contentions 
are largely romantic and imaginary and rest upon such slogans as 
X thousand acres of mud flats. The stench of the Potomac at Wash- 
ington on a hot summer’s day is neither romantic nor imaginary. 

‘We would like to make two requests : 

1. We urge this committee to postpone a decision on this bill until 
the Corps of Engineers completes its current study of the Potomac 
and makes its findings available to the Congress and the public. The 

otential benefits of the proposed park will not decay in the interim, 
Sent the creation of the park without adequate study ‘of the necessary 
future of the Potomac will certainly pose serious difficulties for all 
of us. 

We do not wish to mislead anybody about our attitude on this meas- 
ure because we are thoroughly in accord with the resolution passed 
this month by the Washington Central Labor Council which calls for 
the— 
comprehensive, multipurpose development of the Potomac River * * * for water, 
flood control, siltation and pollution control, electric power and recreation * * * 

As long as there is any evidence that the creation of a national park 
would preclude or impede this kind of development, it will be neces- 
sary for us to continue to express opposition. 

2. We urge most strongly that the Congress consider the estab- 
lishment of a Potomac River Authority, embracing the entire basin, 
with an overall responsibility for the development ‘of the natural re- 
sources of the basin to their fullest potential. You know as well as we 
that when the overlapping (and frequently impoverished) legal and 
territorial groups which have jurisdiction over this basin are added to 
the bureaucracy which infects Federal agencies, the result is most dis- 
couraging for any kind of rational planning and development. One 
of the functions of this authority should be to carve out as much of the 
total basin area as practicable for recreation and wildlife and keep 
it inviolate from commercial or industrial invasion, turning it over 
to the Park Service subsequently if that were considered more de- 
sirable. 

In the long run, and not too long a run, the Potomac Basin will 
have to be fully developed, but if we have it carry out that develop- 
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ment in the face of the endless conflicts and delays which currently 
face us, it will seem like waiting till judgment day and the cost in 
wasted recources, in dollars, and in human satisfaction will be in- 
credibly greater than if we had a basin authority. 

Surely, Madam Chairman, if we can laud Eric Johnston for advo- 
cating wholesale export of the concept of democratic planning implicit 
in the Tennessee Valley Authority, we can brush aside the propaganda 
of certain vested interests and authorize a Potomac authority here. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Cochran, I would like to clear up 1 or 2 things in 
my mind and that is with relation to the Big Bend Dam which has 
been referred to in this committee several times. Do you know where 
it is or how far it would be above the Seneca area that is shown on the 
map ¢ 

Mr. Cocnran. Madam Chairman, I cannot tell from this map. I 
have a file full of maps which show the River Bend Dam site, but I 
am not familiar with the distances on the river. Mr. Robinson who is 
one of the witnesses today can undoubtedly clear that point up for you. 

Mrs. Prost. You do not know in mileage either how far it would be 
above Seneca ? 

Mr. Cocuran. No; my understanding is that the most accessible 
part of the canal, that is, accessible to the people of the District of 
Columbia, would be below that dam, but I do not recall the details in 
terms of miles. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. Do you know whether other dams have been 
contemplated above Big Bend ? 

Mr. Cocuran. I have scanned, not studied, but scanned several of 
the older reports and some summaries of those older reports which 
Mr. Leland Olds has prepared from time to time, and in the past there 
has been a more or less a comprehensive plan laid out, a tentative 
plan laid out, but I do not recall the details of it. Since the Corps of 
Engineers has it all under study again we would prefer to await the 

results of the new report and then either agree or argue with the 
corps on the basis of what we felt was best. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, if we should exclude the 35- or 40-mile 
stretch that would be flooded out by Big Bend, should we exclude 
that from the national historical park, w ould you still be in opposi- 
tion to the legislation ¢ 

Mr. Cocnran. The whole tenor of my statement, Madam Chairman, 
is one with which I am sure you are familiar, and that is that the 
only way to plan a river is to plan the whole thing. I doubt very much 
whether that exclusion would pave the way for what we are going 
to need in the future, in terms of all of these multipurpose needs. 
This whole area is changing in front of our very eyes and the river 
should be planned w ith all the needs in view, not piecemeal. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. I wish just to commend the gentleman on his thor- 
oughly prepared statement. I would just merely like to comment that 
in my opinion based upon some of the infor mation that we have here, 
and I would think that there would be more justification for becoming 
editorially indignant about the raw sewage in the river that we have 
right out here in our back door, and the danger to life it involves. and 
not only the danger but the fact that this is the sort of thing civilized 
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people do not put up with. It seems to me if we are going to get edi- 
torially indignant this is the place to start, and that we shouid favor 
any type of water-development program, overall program, that would 
cure this very basic problem in the Nation’s Capital. 

Mr. Cocuran. Mr. Ullman, from a personal viewpoint the editorial 
pressure for passage of this bill is the thing which has disturbed me 
most. I do not understand the urgency for action in terms of a canal 
park when these other urgent needs are neglected. One would think 
editorial opinion would be directed to turning the Potomac into a 
beautiful river that would adequately serve our future needs rather 
than the current pressure for action right now for passage of a bill 
which would certainly interfere with, if not actually preclude future 
planning and development of the river. 

Mr. Utiman. You would think there would be more urgency relat- 
ing to the situation that we have a cesspool running through the middle 
of the town than there is on this pending legislation. 

Mr. Cocuran. I felt this so strongly that I wrote the editor of the 
Washington Post last week and asked him to assign one of his best 
editors to do one or two feature articles in their Sun lay Outlook 
section entitled “The Future Development of the Potomac,” in the 
hope that we might get a little broader look at this problem rather 
than concentrating upon the immediate creation of a park. 

Mr. UttmMan. You might take a realistic look at the situation that 
is going on right in front of our noses and the fact we have a cesspool 
here running through town. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THomson. I would like to add, Mr. Cochran, that in view of 
your rather violent opposition here to this, are you aware of the AFL- 
CIO in the Hagerstown area, in Washington County has very strongly 
supported this, and as I understand it, they actually have gone to the 
expense to publish at their expense large ads in support of this legis 
lation’? Are you aware of that ? 

Mr. Cocuran. Lam not aware of that, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. Do you plain disagree with what the people in the 
local area want and set yourself up on the national level? Is that it? 

Mr. Cocuran. The people at the local level here in Washington 
have passed a strong resolution against this bill which is an exhibit 
to my statement. 

Mr. THomson. Yes, I see that. 

Mr. Cocuran. I am in accord with that, and I was not even aware 
that a labor group at Hagerstown had taken a different position. 

Mr. THomson. Are you speaking of the Washington City AFL-CIO 
or the national or what ? 

Mr. Cocuran. No. I am speaking for the industrial union depart- 
ment. 

Mr. THomson. Of what? 

Mr. Cocuran. Of the AFL-CIO. 

Mr. Tuoomson. Nationally ? 

Mr. Cocnran. Yes. 

Mr. Tuomson. There is one thing on that, too, that disturbs me. I 
notice in the very last sentence of your report where you stated “We 
can brush aside the propaganda of certain vested interests and au- 
thorize a Potomac Authority here.” 
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Is it your viewpoint then that you would only be happy with this? 
{I take it when you mention vested interests you refer to private power 
interests. Are you going to be happy with this if it is undertaken as a 
public power development ? 

Mr. Cocuran. Well, I look upon power in multipurpose river devel- 
opment in two ways. One, power can be developed, we should not 
waste it, and, secondly, it is the financial workhorse of a lot of these 
projects. If the Congress or the Metropolitan District of Washing- 
ton is ever faced with the problem of building large upstream reser- 
voirs and hydro power is not feasible, someone is going to pay very 
dearly for it because quite frequently hydro power can be the finan- 
cial workhorse for multipurpose development. 

Mr. THomson. We would like to see it be that way. Some of us. 
And not be used to subsidize other cheap power and cause industry 
to dislocate from one area to another. But in connection with this, 
getting back to what I am really interested in, I remember in connec- 
tion with the Trinity project that the electrical labor unions were in 
here telling us about their sorry experience when the Federal Gov- 
ernment took over the private function of furnishing power, 
and that they were actually disfranchised from their right to 
bargain and it was something very serious as far as the traditional 
rights of the American labor union was concerned, that they found 
themselves working for the Government with nothing to be settled 
across the bargaining table. Now, have you given any consideration 
to that, and if so, do you think that is in the best interest of the work- 
ingman ? 

Mr. Cocnran. As far as the Tennessee Valley Authority is con- 
cerned, I have never heard any criticism of its labor relations from the 
electrical unions or any other segment of the labor movement. 

Mr. THomson. This happened to be in California that I am talking 
about. It was an dential euiee from out there and we heard it here 
in open testimony. It was given some publicity, I noticed. You never 
heard anything about it ? 

Mr. Cocnran. The testimony on Trinity, no. I have not followed 
the hearings on that project closely. 

Mr. THomson. You a not think it is any real problem, then, as far 
as labor is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Cocnran. As far as the Tennessee Valley Authority is con- 
cerned, relations with organized labor have never been a problem. I 
can certainly see how there could be such problems. And I know that 
Mr. Reuther has stated again and again in discussing these matters 
with the electrical unions that at any time they had a trade union bar- 
gaining problem with any public agency that he would be with them 
all the way. But he has insisted that such possibilities that would not 
preclude our supporting comprehensive development of our rivers and 
should not. This is a separate problem and a very regrettable one if 
it has occurred. 

Mr. Txomson. I believe in public development in its proper place 
and I also agree that reasonable people can disagree about where is 
the area for proper development, and the area where it should be 
otherwise. I just wondered if you had given thought to that. 

The House is now in session and I do not want to go into this. I 
am interested in what is best for the area, for the overall, too. 
30331—59—11 


158 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


As to the potential for the Metropolitan Washington area, highly 
industrialized development, I would seriously oppose it, being the 
Nation’s capital. I think there are other esthetic values, recreational, 
and so forth, that must be considered. Would you not agree? 

Mr. Cocuran. The details of planning development of a particular 
river is not simple but the concept is: We should take a look at the 
whole river basin in terms of its potential and in terms of present and 
foreseeable future needs of the population in the area and then just 
hammer out the best compromise we can in terms of the utilization 
of all resources and meeting all the needs. I know that in your own 
State there are a lot of needs but only so much water, and you have 
to do the best you can with what is there. 

Mr. Tuomson. I agree with you. 

Mr. Cocuran. This is common to all water problems. 

Mr. THomson. Yes. 

One need some place may be predominant and another need another 
place. 

Mr. Cocuran. Yes. 

Mr. THomson. You say you cannot foresee a large industrial devel- 
opment within the Greater Washington area and I think that we have 
actually operated in Congress traditionally to oppose it. 

Mr. Cocuran. Even at the rate population is increasing without 
industry there are already very serious problems. They are not coming 
up. The river here at Washington is a problem now. It stinks. 

Mr. THomson. Yes; I understand that if you fell in it you might 
suffocate rather than drown. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Cochran. 

I, too, would like to commend you for a very fine and concise state- 
ment. I appreciate the fact that your statistics were combined, that 
you were giving totals, so that we do not have to do a great deal of 
reading in order to arrive at some conclusive figures that are beneficial 
for the use of the committee. 

We also appreciate the fact that you took the trouble to make the 
trip back to Washington in behalf of this legislation. 

And again, off the record. 

(Remarks off the record. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Let the Chair state that plans this morning were to take 
opposing witnesses in the sequence of those who wanted to be heard 
first. Since our time has expired today, let the Chair state we will 
make every attempt to take the out-of-town witnesses first at whatever 
date we proceed with the hearings so that those traveling a great dis- 


tance will not be ine onvenienced by having to come back again and 
again unless they desire to do so. 


The committee stands adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., Thursday, August 14, 1958, the sub- 
committee recessed to reconvene at 10 a. m., Friday August 15, 1958.) 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SupcoMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDs OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 1324, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of H, R. 1145 and S. 77. 

The first witness this morning is Mr. John W. Asher, Jr., assistant 
manager, Choptank Electric Cooperative, of Denton, Md. 

Mr. Asuer. Madam Chairman, if it is appropriate, I would like to 
ask Charlie Robinson, of our national association office, to accompany 
me. 

Mrs. Prost. Certainly. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. ASHER, JR., ASSISTANT MANAGER, CHOP- 
TANK ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, DENTON, MD., ACCOMPANIED BY 
CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Asner. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is John W. Asher, Jr. I live m Denton, Md., county seat of 
Caroline County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. I am assistant gen- 
eral manager of the Choptank Electric Cooperative which serves more 
than 12,000 farms and other rural establishments in 9 counties on the 
Eastern Shore. I appear in opposition to further consideration of 
H. R. 1145 until the Corps of Engineers has progressed with its cur- 
rent study of the Potomac to the point it can be determined if at least 
a part of the area proposed for a park is not needed more for other 
purposes. With previous studies and adequate funds, the Corps of 
Engineers should be able to produce a recommendation in a relatively 
short time. 

More than 2 years ago, our board of directors authorized me to 
take an active interest in the comprehensive development of the Poto- 
mac River, because of the responsibility we have to carry out our 
objective of furnishing members efficient electricity at the lowest 
possible cost. We buy all. the electric power we distribute to our 
members and pay a very high rate, almost 13 mills per kilowatt-hour, 
One of the few possibilities of relief from this high cost electricity is, 
hydroelectric power from the Potomac River. 
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I would not take the time of this committee to appear in support 
of Potomac development solely for hydroelectric power. Our posi- 
tion has been that if the river must be impounded for water supply 
and pollution abatement, and since one of the principal sites for im- 
poundment may be in this area, then let’s put frvdeostectric facilities 
in the dams, and from the sale of power help pay for the dams and 
make available low-cost hydroelectric power to both rural and urban 
users. 

Informally, I have been asked in the past to take the responsibility 
of representing 12 other electric cooperatives in Delaware, Maryland, 
Virginia, and Pennsylvania, who are within transmission distance of 
the many Potomac River dam sites. At the quarterly meetings of all 
the electric cooperatives in Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia, I have 
made reports about the progress of Potomac River development, and 
on less frequent occasions have reported in writing to our friends in 
Pennsylvania. Attached to this statement is a map showing the loca- 
tion of electric cooperatives in relation to dam sites proposed in 1944, 
and the number of members served by each cooperative, about 100,000 
total. Assuming an average of four to a family, we have about 400,000 
ae whose electric rates would be directly affected by hydroelectric 

evelopment on the Potomac River, with many others in both rural and 
urban areas benefiting indirectly. 

What leisure time I have is devoted to outdoor activities, hunting, 
fishing, and water sports. I have been a member of the Izaak Walton 
League and support any legislation that will set aside desirable areas 
in this country to insure outdoor recreation facilities for our exploding 
population. I will come back to the point of recreation later in my 
remarks, 

We are especially anxious to be heard in these hearings in opposition 
to H. R. 1145, not because we are opposed to the establishment of a 
national park or additional recreation facilities, but because we know 
from sad experience elsewhere in the country that once an area in a 
river basin is designated as a national park, it creates a barrier to 
development for any other purpose. Examples of this will be cited 
by the representative of our national association, and I will not take 
up the time of the committee to duplicate his testimony. The job of 
comprehensive development on the Potomac River will be difficult 
enough without creating new obstacles. We are also concerned that 
some proponents of H. R 1145 are from Maryland and apparently do 
not have complete information available to them. 

We are particularly concerned about the testimony of Dr. John C. 
Cover, director of business and economic research at Maryland Uni- 
versity. In his statement, Dr. Cover set forth nine points supporting 
the position that planning for multiple-purpose development of the 
Potomac River is unnecessary and undesirable at this time. Since 
his presentation seemed to fairly well sum up the testimony of many 
other proponents of H. R. 1145, we asked Leland Olds, director of 
Energy Research Associates and former Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission, to analyze Dr. Cover’s statement. Mr. Olds is a 
well-known authority in the field of river-basin planning. He is 
also well known for his desire to respect the esthetic, historical, and 
recreation values of our river basins and is willing to accept any rea- 
sonable compromise that does not interfere with the general welfare. 
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As a part of my testimony, I want to read Mr. Olds’ analysis of Dr. 
Cover’s testimony. 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman, at this point I shall have to object. 
If you want to bring Mr. Olds in, I have ease no objection. We 
are not going to have somebody come in here and read somebody else’s 
testimony. It has never been done before this committee, and we do 
not expect to start it now. 

Mr. Asuer. Mr. Saylor, all I can do is to—— 

Mr. Sartor. I am objecting. 

Mr. Asner. Madam Chairman, all I can do is appeal 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman, will you please silence the witness 
until you rule. 

Mrs. Prost. Just one moment, Mr. Asher, please. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania is objecting to the paragraph or 
the entire statement ? 

Mr. Sartor. I am not objecting to the statement of this witness at 
all. He can be here and testify as long as he wants to. But I am not 
going to have him come in and put in an attempt to give the testi- 
mony of another witness. That is what he is trying to do. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is proceeding in 
order. 

Mr. Asher, would Mr. Olds be able to come in and appear as a wit- 
ness! Is he available in Washington ? 

Mr. Asuer. Mrs. Pfost, he would be glad to as soon as he is well. 
He has been ill and away from the office all this week and a part of 
last week, and it can be verified. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Olds may submit his statement to the Chair and 
the Chair will then submit it to the ranking member on the other side 
of the committee. If we both agree that the statement is in order, 
then Mr. Olds’ statement will be placed in the record. If the gentle- 
man will proceed with his own testimony, we will continue in regular 
order, and Mr. Olds’ testimony will be made a part of the record upon 
Mr. Olds’ request. 

(Subsequently, Mr. Olds’ statement was received by the committee 
and reviewed by Mrs. Pfost and Mr. Saylor... The statement was 
ordered made a part of the record, with the attachments (exhibit A 
and exhibit B) being made a part of the committee files, The state- 
ment is as follows:) 





ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES, 
Washington, D.C. 
Memorandum to the Subcommittee on Public Lands, House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, United States Congress. 
From : Leland Olds, Director, Energy Research Associates. 
Subject: H. R. 1145 and S. 77, 85th Cong., 2d sess., to establish the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal Historical National Park. 

The considerations set forth in this memorandum are based on many years 
of participation in the development of comprehensive plans for use of the 
Potomac River as one of the Nation’s important assets. These years of direct 
participation include 10 years as member of the Federal Power Commission 
responsible for the Commission’s cooperation with the United States Corps of 
Engineers under the provisions of the 1988 Flood Control Act and a year as 
member of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission in charge of the 
Commission’s studies which included a special study of the Potomae River 
Basin, published in Vol. II of its report, entitled “Ten Rivers in America’s 
Future.” 
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In 1946, as Chairman of the Federal Power Commission, I presented the Com- 
mission’s suggested plan for the lower river before the National Capital Parks 
and Planning Commission. 


PROPOSED PARK MUST BE CONSIDERED IN LIGHT OF COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM 


The fundamental question involved in the consideration of the bills to estab- 
lish a Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historical National Park is whether the main 
stem of the river can be retained in an undeveloped state or whether its develop- 
ment will be needed for other irreplaceable services to the urban, suburban, and 
agricultural communities in an area which includes the Nation’s Capital. 

If the committee decides that these other demands upon the river must be 
considered, then the decision as to the nature of the park development should 
obviously be postponed until it can be made in the light of the forthcoming Corps 
of Engineers Review Report on the Potomac Basin. 

Inclusion in S. 77, a bill to establish the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historical 
National Park, of a provision reserving the right of Congress subsequently. to 
authorize construction of reservoirs or other multiple-purpose works affecting 
the park if the need becomes urgent, is, in fact, no safeguard at all. In the first 
place, once the park is created, investment in restoration of the canal or other 
recreational facilities will set up an obstacle to authorization of projects which 
would flood out such investment. In the second place, past experience with 
similar reservations in connection with Rocky Mountain National Park and 
Dinosaur National Monument, involving the Colorado-Big Thompson and Echo 
Park projects, shows that such reservations do not prevent recreational and 
allied interests from mobilizing opposition to what they term invasion of the 
sanctity of lands set aside for park purposes. In the Echo Park case they were 
successful in knocking out one of the most important projects in the Upper 
Colorado River Basin program. 

Water is one of the most important assets, perhaps the most important asset, 
of any civilization. And because rainfall, snow melt, and runoff are not timed in 
terms of a civilization’s requirements for water supply, irrigation, pollution 
abatement, navigation, hydroelectric power, and even recreation, man must store 
flood waters and regulate stream flows. 

To permit sound decisions on any proposal which might hamper future full 
use of the Potomac River, the following facts should be before Congress. 


POTOMAC WATER AS AN ASSET WHICH MUST BE STORED 


The Potomac River has fluctuated between a high flood flow of about 300 
billion gallons per day and a low flow of about 500 million gallons per day. 
In other words, the highest flow was about 600 times the lowest flow. 

The average flow is about 7 billion gallons per day, or about 14 times the low 
flow. But it is the low flow that puts an upper limit on dependable use of the 
water, particularly when, as in this case, the months of high use are the months 
of low flow. 

Construction of the Potomac River development program recommended by 
the United States Corps of Engineers in 1946 would raise the low flow to about 
4.5 billion gallons per day. Construction of the proposed Riverbend Dam project 
alone would raise the low flow to about 2 billion gallons per day thus saving 
much Potomac River water for use by our civilization.’ 


HOW MUCH POTOMAC WATER WILL BE NEEDED—-WATER SUPPLY 


The United States Corps of Engineers, responsible for the District of 
Columbia water supply, estimates that by 1970 the Washington metropolitan 
area will require flows of at least 1,157 million gallons per day for domestic and 
industrial water supply, streamflow regulation, and pollution abatement after 
secondary treatment of all sewage. The corps estimates that by the year 2000, 
including 480 million gallons per day for supplemental irrigation in the valley, a 
river flow of at least 2,080 million gallons per day will be required in the summer 
months. 

In other words, to meet the needs by 1970 will require flows at least twice the 
recorded minimum flow. To meet the needs by the year 2000 will require a 





1 The flows in cubic feet of water per second are: Highest, 484,000 cubic feet per second; 


lowest, 782 cubic feet per second; average, 11,000 cubic feet per second; regulated flows, 
7,000 and 3,000 cubic feet per second. 
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quadrupling of the recorded low flow, raising it to approximately the level 
which would be provided by the Riverbend Reservoir project. Already Washing- 
ton’s demands for water have risen to the point where a repetition of the low 
flows of 1930 would create a critical condition in the lower river. 

The contention that possible deficits of 600 million gallons per day in 1970 and 
1,500 million gallons per day in the year 2000 could be met by drawing on the 
52 billion gallons in the large fresh pool between Washington and Indian Head, 
Md., is definitely misleading. Potomac water is today brackish in moderately 
dry weather up to Quantico, Va., and in very dry weather up to Washington. 
There is no fresh water to keep this pool filled except what comes down the river 
and any attempt to pump from this pool would bring brackish water up further. 
The contention means that Metropolitan Washington should waste the fresh water 
which could be stored in the Riverbend Reservoir and draw instead on water 
which would include a mixture of effluent from sewage treatment plants and 
brackish water from salt water intrusion. Although this water could ultimately 
be converted into safe drinking water, the additional pumping and treatment 
required would add materially to water supply costs, and the taste for it might 
have to be acquired by the average Washingtonian. 

Actually, as will be shown below, unless the Riverbend Reservoir is promptly 
constructed this fresh-water pool may well be largely filled up with silt within 
50 years. 


POTOMAC AS RECREATIONAL RESOURCE FOR METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON POPU- 
LATION OF THREE TO FIVE MILLION 


Decisions involving recreational use of the Potomac River must be based 
on planning to meet the recreational needs of an areawide population climbing 
from 2.5 million in 1965 to 3.5 million in 1980 and nearly 5 million by the year 
2000 A. D., only a little over 40 years from now. The country can hardly meet 
the responsibility for solving this mass-recreation problem by sacrificing the great 
recreational possibilities offered by comprehensive planning of the basin as a 
whole in order to preserve the entire 185 miles of the C. & O. Canal as a historical 
national park. Actually, the comprehensive plan will preserve enough of the 
canal to serve all reasonable historical purposes. 

Between tidewater at Washington and Harpers Ferry, Va., there are four 
reaches of the river which offer differing recreational opportunities. These will 
be sacrificed to a greater or less extent if Congress takes action which might 
preclude construction of the Riverbend Dam and Reservoir project, and other 
projects in the comprehensive Potomac Basin plan. 

These reaches are: the tidal basin reach next to Washington; the lower gorge 
reach above Chain Bridge; Great Falls itself; and the reach extending above 
Great Falls to Harpers Ferry. In terms of the need for mass recreation, full 
use of each of these reaches requires immediate construction of a dam and 
reservoir project in the main stem, directly above Great Falls, as well as ultimate 
construction of the upstream reservoirs substantially as recommended in the 
Corps of Engineers 1946 Report. 

For best use of the tidal basin reach of the Potomac as a recreational resource 
to meet the needs of the Washington metropolitan area we may turn to the report 
entitled “A Clean Potomac River in the Washington Metropolitan Area,” prepared 
for the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River by Abel Wolman and his 
associates. 

Wolman’s report states that “the people of Washington are primarily interested 
in making the Potomac River safe and enjoyable for recreation and water 
sports,” which it is not today. He suggests creation of a “water recreation basin” 
similar to the Charles River Basin which he describes as ‘‘a recreational water 
park of relatively constant level,” between Boston and Cambridge, Mass. Wol- 
man says, “nearly 50 years of experience with the Charles River Basin project 
have confirmed the wisdom of the imaginative planning which resulted in the 
beautification and extensive recreational use of what was once an unsightly, 
polluted tidal stream.” 

Wolman would place a barrier at 14th Street, with clean water from the 
Riverbend Reservoir passed through the present tidal basin and back to the 
river through the Washington Channel. He assumes that “upstream reservoirs 
will provide a regulated flow of 3,500 to 4,000 cubic feet per second, needed to 
operation of the recreation basin and for downstream pollution control, and 
will remove silt which would otherwise fill the basin and destroy its value.” 
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He says: “Without construction of a large reservoir above Great Fails for water 
supply, flood control, silt removal, low-flow regulation, and other purposes, it is 
very doubtful that the recreation basin project should be considered,” and adds: 
“the value of the proposed Washington Recreation Basin cannot be measured in 
terms of monetay benefits. Its justification, therefore, must rest on the in- 
tangible values of increased recreational use and enjoyment of the Potomac 
River and increased pride in the beauty of the Nation’s Capital’ (p. 47). 

For suggestions as to best use of the Chain Bridge reach of the Potomac as 
a recreational resource to meet the needs of the Washington metropolitan area, 
we have the report prepared by Frederick L. Olmstead for the Capital Parks 
and Planning Commission, commenting on the Corps of Engineers district 
office plan, which included a relatively high-power dam at Chain Bridge. Olm- 
stead provided the basis for the Commission’s objections to the plan among 
other reasons because it would (1) flood out the old C. & O. Canal at Widewater 
and in its most used section between Brookmont and Cabin John; (2) flood out the 
gently sloping shores on both sides of the river and most of the islands between 
Scott Island and Chain Bridge; and (3) reduce the height of the enclosing sides 
of the gorge as a result of the higher water level established by the Chain 
Bridge Dam. 

In his report, however. Olmstead stated that, if the Chain Bridge Dam could 
be built “at a height only sufficient to flood the rocky flats downstream from 
High Island without also flooding the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and the valu- 
able park lowlands bordering upon it—this would not only make possible public 
bathing facilities far superior in value and popularity to anything that could 
be provided either on a lake at a higher elevation or on the natural river, but 
it would retain practically unimpaired all of the other great scenic and recrea- 
tional values inherent in this part of the valley.” [Emphasis supplied.] 

Federal Power Commission engineers proposed a modified plan for the lower 
river which would meet practically all of the objections of the Capital Parks 
and Planning Commission, while securing the added recreational benefits which 
Olmstead saw in a lower Chain Bridge Dam. The modifications they sug- 
gested included principally a lower dam at Chain Bridge and an additional 
dam at Plummer Island above Cabin John. The additional dam would be for 
recreation and development of the remaining power head between the lower 
Chain Bridge Pool and the Bear Island project. 

The district engineer included substantially these recommended changes as 
alternative plan No. 4 for the Chain Bridge-Great Falls area. 

With the modifications proposed by the Federal Power Commission the 
plans for the lower river, substantially as shown in alternative plan No. 4 
in the district engineer’s survey report, would provide safer and more satis- 
factory recreation for a much greater portion of Washington’s growing popula- 
tion. Today, as Olmstead realized, the lower reach of the river is not altogether 
satisfactory as a close-by recreation area for a city of a million and a half 
people. This reach, which is most accessible to the Nation’s Capital, is char- 
acterized by a series of pools and rapids in a river which has wide fluctuations 
in flow. Characteristically, this flow may increase very suddenly, making the 
river treacherous for swimming and boating. For this reason, the river is not 
very much used for recreational purposes except in the tidal portion below 
Chain Bridge and in limited portions like the small pool formed by the feeder 
dam and pond above the aqueduct dam at the head of Great Falls. 

The comprehensive program would make this reach usable for swimming, 
boating, fishing, and other sports. The gently sloping beach areas would be 
preserved for playgrounds and bathing beaches. Meanwhile, the lower dam at 
Chain Bridge would preserve the impressiveness of the bluffs. 

For Great Falls itself as a major scenic spectacle within the Washington 
metropolitan area, even the initial phases of the comprehensive Potomac River 
program would assure more satisfactory flows over the falls. With the river 
uncontrolled, the falls are subject to wide fluctuations from maximum flows 
which practically flood them out to minimum flows which seriously impair 
their majesty and beauty. Completion of the program, raising minimum flows 
to 7,000 cubic feet per second, or 4.5 billion gallon per day, would preserve 
the scenic beauty of the falls in addition to providing the flows required for 
water supply, pollution abatement, and hydroelectric power. 

For full recreational use of Riverbend and other reservoirs as part of the 
comprehensive plan we need only refer to House Document No. 622, 79th Con- 
gress 2d session, The Corps of Engineers report on the Potomac River program. 
The corps says in part: 
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“The lakes created by the Chain Bridge, Riverbend, Pinesburg, and Spring- 
field projects would be expected to receive considerable recreational use. Op- 
portunities would be present and accessible at the Chain Bridge Lake to the 
people of the Washington area; at the Riverbend Lake to the people of the 
Washington-Baltimore area; at the Pinesburg Lake to the people of Hagers- 
town, Chambersburg, and Martinsburg, and to other communities in southern 
Pennsylvania, northern Virginia, and northeastern West Virginia; and at the 
Springfield Lake to the people of Cumberland and nearby communities * * *” 
(p. 87). 

“Consideration was given to the purchase of a 200-foot strip around the 
perimeter of each reservoir, beyond that required for other functional use, to 
control the recreational aspects of the reservoir development. It is contem- 
plated that this land would be administered by either a State or Federal 
agency to promote the greatest use for the public benefit. In addition to this 
marginal strip, other land tracts of irregular size and shape that would be 
purchased above the reservoir-full elevations, where it was necessary to pur- 
chase whole farms, could be used effectively for recreational purposes or be 
traded for wooded property in other locations that would be more desirable. The 
cost of the property above the reservoir-full elevation was allocated to recreation. 
The value of this additional property for recreational use, once the reservoirs 
are in operation, would undoubtedly be many times the original cost” (p. 88). 

Table 34 of the report, “Summary of Economic Data for Progressive Develop- 
ment of a Comprehensive Reservoir Plan,” contains a total proposed investment 
of $5,970,000 for land, removal of structures, and clearing of reservoir area, 
The investment in land and facilities for recreation around the 370-mile shore- 
line of the proposed Riverbend Reservoir is set up at $1,880,000. Concerning 
this first step in the program, the report says: 

“Recreational benefits for this project were arbitrarily made equal to the 
charges on the investment for (a) additional land to be purchased to control 
the recreational aspects of the reservoir, and (6) for the pleasure-boat locks 
at the dam. Actually, the benefits from swimming, boating, fishing, and other 
outdoor activities were not evaluated in monetary terms and may exceed 
many times the assigned recreational values” (p. 93). 

It would be up to Congress to provide the necessary appropriations to enable 
the Corps of Engineers to include such provision in the project. 

The report cites a poll of visitors to national parks which revealed preferences 
in recreational activities in this order: swimming, 47 percent; sports, games, 21 
percent ; fishing, 20 percent; picnicking, 19 percent; camping, 16 percent ; hiking, 
15 percent; boating, 14 percent; riding, 5 percent ; nature study, 4 percent; danc- 
ing, 4 percent. It reproduces the general findings of the National Park Service 
in its recreational survey of the Potomac Basin. These begin with the findings 
“that there are no large public recreational areas combined with the present 
water resources of the river,” and “that the basin and its vicinity at present 
lack provisions for public recreation on a scale adequate to care for the needs 
of large populations,” and end with the finding “that the main reservoirs would 
be located advantageously as to accessibility and in a terrain that would be 
favorable to extensive and variable use on a broad scale in keeping with the 
requirements of the communities to be served.” (Complete findings of National 
Park Service are attached hereto, as exhibit A.) 

The fact that between 1950 and 1957 visitor days at Corps of Engineer 
reservoir projects climbed more than fivefold to 84,704,000, and that in 1956 
visits to such projects exceeded those to national parks by approximately 30 
percent shows that to most Americans the use of reservoirs for fishing, boating, 
hunting, camping, picnicking, etc., is too important to be lightly dismissed. 

In these terms the weight of evidence favors a recreational program which 
will include (1) Wolman’s Washington recreational basin upstream from 14th 
Street; (2) a dam at Chain Bridge providing the improvement for recreation 
suggested by Olmstead’s report to the Capital Park and Planning Commission 
for the reach up to Great Falls; and (3) the series of reservoirs of which 
Riverbend would be the first step. 


POLLUTION AND SILT CONTROL 


Any contention that pollution, including silt, can be stopped at their sources 
through sewage treatment and watershed management is only a half truth. 
Actually, in the case of pollution from sewered communities, the plans of 
experts in the field include not only primary and secondary treatment of all 
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sewage but also adequate streamflow for diluting the effluent from the treat- 
ment plants. This is recognized in all authoritative reports, including those 
prepared by the Corps of Engineers, Abel Wolman & Associates, and by Gil- 
bert V. Levin of Resources Research, Inc., as consultant for the Joint Com- 
mittee of Congress on Washington Metropolitan Problems. It is also supported 
by testimony of David V. Auld, Director, Department of Sanitary Engineering, 
District of Columbia. 

These experts, responsible for providing the basis for sound decisions in- 
volving use of the Potomac River by the Washington metropolitan area all 
agree that, in addition to reasonable provision for sewage treatment, the 
Riverbend Dam must be constructed to provide at least 650 million gallons 
of flow per day below the water supply intakes to dilute treated sewage as well 
as to make possible flushing operations in the Washington section of the river. 

Similarly, the Wolman report shows that, to deal with the problem of silt 
in terms of Washington’s future interest in the Potomac River, both correction 
of soil erosion and construction of a high dam to retain silt are essential, 
In Wolman’s words, “it is doubtful whether even the most complete erosion con- 
trol program would reduce silt production by more than one-half over the 
whole of a large drainage basin.” 

Wolman estimates that the Potomac brings to the Washington area every 
year 60 million cubic feet of silt and deposits most of it within the metropolitan 
area. According to his report: “The annual silt load of 60 million cubic feet 
spread evenly to the water surface would completely fill the tidal Potomac 
from Chain Bridge to Fort Foote, below Alexandria, in 50 years. It would 
take 1,000 years to fill the Riverbend Reservoir.” This outstanding water 
engineer says further: “The large Riverbend Reservoir should by all means 
be constructed, and silt detention for the purpose of purifying the river and 
preventing its destruction in Washington should be recognized as one of the 
reservoir’s major functions.” 

The Wolman report then adds this unequivocal statement: 

“The silt problem is of such magnitude that its solution should take precedence 
over all other pollution control activities in Metropolitan Washington. If this 
problem is not solved ; if the river is left to fill up with sediment, efforts to develop 
the recreational uses of the Potomac River in Washington will be almost 
fruitless.” 

In the introduction to the report, referring to the pollution situation as a 
whole, Wolman says: 

“During the last 4 years major additions have been made to the sewage dis- 
posal facilities and more are now being built. The decrease in sewage pollution 
during the next few years will improve the river. Nevertheless, in the light of 
the rapidly expanding metropolitan population and the accompanying increase 
in wastes, a great deal of additional work must be done if the potential esthetic 
and recreational values of the Potomac River are to be fully realized. Various 
methods of attaining this objective are set forth in this report. They all depend 
first on finding a solution of the problem of silt.” [Emphasis supplied.] 

Those who ask Congress to brush aside a problem of this magnitude, in order 
to rush through the C. & O. Canal Historical National Park bill can hardly be 
excused. The Wolman report virtually puts it up to Washington to choose 
between a high Riverbend Dam to trap silt for 1,000 years, and transformation 
of its principal water recreation resource into a delta in 50 years. 


HYDROELECTRIC POWER AS IMPORTANT PAYING PARTNER 


Advocates of development of hydroelectric power, as a part of a sound com- 
prehensive plan to develop the Potomac River as a servant of the region, need 
offer no apologies. Any argument that controlled Potomac flow would be 
inadequate for significant production of power, and that the power would con- 
sequently be uneconomical is either based on lack of knowledge of the trend in 
power supply technology or prejudice against multiple-purpose development of 
rivers by the United States Government. 

In very brief, if a high Riverbend Dam is needed for water supply, pollution 
abatement, and silt control, and if this and other dams in the comprehensive 
Potomac program will ultimately raise low-river flows to levels already indi- 
eated, then the economics of the program calls for the installation of turbine- 
generators to utilize a portion of the regulated flows through the heads available 
there and below for the generation of hydroelectric power. 
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At its 1958 annual conference, EBASCO Services, Inc., direct descendant of 
the farflung Electric Bond & Share Holding Co., presented its topflight 
experts 1n a panel discussion of America’s power future. Their projections for 
the electric utility industry to the year 1975 assumed an increase of about 
27 million kilowatts in developed hydro capacity and emphasized that hydro 
stations would be more usable as system loads and pooled operations increase. 
According to this industry torecast, more distant and costly sites will become 
economic and economies in hydro development, through larger turbine capacities 
and improvements in dam and conduit construction, will be a part of the picture. 

With river flow controlled, hydroelectric capacity will be installed to carry 
peak loads in connection with large modern steam generator units operated 
practically continuously for economy purposes. Thus, the Corps of Engineers 
report, prepared in close cooperation with the Federal Power Commission, states 
that the proposed Potomac multiple-purpose program would provide 694,000 
kilowatts of hydroelectric capacity, of which 574,000 kilowatts would be depend- 
able at 30 percent load factor for system operation. The average annual output 
was estimated at about 2.3 billion kilowatt-hours per year. This is approxi- 
mately equivalent to the residential consumption in all homes of Maryland and 
the District of Columbia in 1956 (see exhibit B). 

The proposed Riverbend project is merely the first step, with an initial instal- 
lation of 90,000 kilowatts and an ultimate installation of 150,000 kilowatts. The 
fact that dependable capacity would be limited to 39,200 kilowatts pending 
upstream storage does not mean that the entire 90,000 kilowatt capacity and 
414 million kilowatt-hours of output would not be used from the start in a coordi- 
nated system. As pointed out in the Corps of Engineers report: 

“The additional capacity of the initial installation of 90,000 kilowatts would 
be economically justified in an interconnected system for the generation of fuel 
saving energy and for spinning and emergency system reserve. Space has been 
provided in the proposed powerhouse layout for two additional generating units 
which would allow for increased capacity with the development of upstream 
storage reservoirs” (p. 93). 

To illustrate, early construction of the Riverbend project would improve in 
several ways the economy of the large steam station which the Potomac Electric 
Power Co. is building where the Monocacy River enters the Potomac. The 
utility base load plant would not only have the advantage of Riverbend hydro 
for peak loads and reserves and economy energy, but the reservoir would relieve 
the utility company of the cost of constructing a low dam to assure water supply 
for the plant, as well as of the waste of energy required for lifting such water 
from the unimproved river level. 

Construction of the Riverbend project would also make possible development 
of hydroelectric power at three sites below. Federal Power Commission engi- 
heers, as already noted, showed how their development could be fitted into the 
improvement of the lower river for recreation. With the completion of upstream 
storage this would provide about 340,000 kilowatts of capacity, producing 1.15 
billion kilowatt-hours per year of electric energy in the immediate vicinity of 
Washington. 

Development of this potential power is in the public interest on several counts. 
First, it would provide a paying partner in carrying the cost of the program. In 
1944, the Federal Power Commission estimated the annual value of the fully 
developed power output of the river at more than $14 million. Second, it would 
fit into provision for the most economical power supply for the rapidly expanding 
requirements of the entire region. And third, developed and marketed under 
Federal power policy, it would help provide that degree of public competition 
which has proved effective in assuring lower wholesale and retail electric rates 
in other parts of the country. 


FLOOD CONTROL COSIDERATIONS 


For the purposes of this discussion, flood control is considered less from the 
viewpoint of preventing destructive high river flows than from that of trans- 
forming a menace into an asset, in other words, conservation storage of flood 
waters for purposes of stream regulation. But it must not be forgotten that 
construction of the Riverbend project and the Patterson Creek-Keyser storage 
project above it would have cut the maximum flood of record in half as it hit 
the Washington area. The Riverbend Reservoir alone would have cut 7.4 feet 
off the 1936 flood crest. 
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‘The argument that flood control can be accomplished by zoning and conserva- 
fion measures will not hold water. In modern times economically valuable land 
has been reclaimed or preserved for highly important uses by engineering works. 
As for conservation measures, they are known to be capable of dealing with only 
a small fraction of major river basin floods, and to be virtually valueless in case 
of heavy rain and snow melts while the ground is still frozen. In the latter 
ease, the water runs off the watershed as it would run off a tin roof. 

In this connection it is interesting to look at some comparable figures. The 
Riverbend Reservoir would flood about 28,300 acres, of which some 36 percent 
are wooded, although the Corps of Engineers reports little merchantable timber. 
A considerable portion of this land is subject to flooding in periods of high water. 
The area in the main Potomac inundated by the March 1936 flood totaled 29,640 
acres. Inthe October 1942 flood, 22,400 main stem acres were flooded. 

Actually, attempts to. reconstruct sections of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
fn this part of the river where subsequently washed out by floods. 


THE POTOMAC PROGRAM AND THE REGIONAL ECONOMY 


A comprehensive Potomac River program would stimulate the economy of the 
region through offering (1) vastly expanded recreational opportunity near im- 
portant centers of population, (2) ample supplies of water for industrial pur- 
poses, and (3) important contributions to economy of power supply. This stim- 
ulus would greatly exceed any similar contribution from a Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal Historical National Park which would displace the key project in such a 
program. 

In a report on the Potomac River Basin, prepared by the Corps of Engineers 
in 1950 at the request of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission, 
the corps summarized its views in part as follows: 

“The surplus water, which finds its way into ever-running streams in the basin, 
is an asset of great importance as a source of domestic and industrial water 
supply, and for other purposes, existing and potential. Above tidewater the 
profiles of the streams in many reaches * * * are such that, in combination with 
available streamflow, potential waterpower is a natural resource of market 
significance. In the total comprehensive study of the basin, for example, 14 
reservoirs with 11 installations for hydroelectric power development, and a de- 
pendable installed capacity of 574,500 kilowatts at 30 percent load factor, were 
found to be economically feasible. * * *” 

* * * ok * * * 


“A comprehensive plan for the river development and water utilization in the 
Potomac River Basin must eventually involve reservoir regulation to control de- 
structive floods and provide minimum stream flows for domestic and industrial 
use in sufficient quantities for existing and prospective purposes to support the 
expanding regional economy. The regulation of flows will materially assist in 
the alleviation of the problems of pollution. Sediment storage will secure im- 
mediate benefits and complement programs of upland erosion control which, in 
turn, will preserve the storage capacity for these reservoirs for beneficial use 
through extension of their useful life. Creation of hydroelectric power from 
the unending streamflows will conserve our exhaustible supplies of fuel. 

“The first step in a comprehensive water-resource development should appar- 
ently be a reservoir above the Great Falls of the Potomac from which a substan- 
tial portion of these multiple-purpose benefits would be obtained, and which would 
avoid to the greatest extent the destruction of the natural beauties of the river 
at and below Great Falls. The reservoir would not flood extensive agricultural 
areas, and would displace no centers of population. Recreational opportunities 
in the area would be enormously enhanced. The dam would be obscured from 
the Great Falls area and provisions made to regulate the flow over the falls for 
the benefit of the visiting public, by increasing low water flow during the dry 
summer season and thereby maintaining the scenic spectacle at the falls year- 
round.” 

ACTION BASED ON POSTPONEMENT OF RIVERBEND PROJECT UNSOUND 


Finally, any recommendation that Congress go ahead with the C. & O. Canal 
Historical National Park bill and let the other uses of the river, such as the high 
Riverbend Dam, be taken care of when they become more pressing, is basically 
unsound, and could be costly to the people. This is well expressed in the state- 
ment of Brig. Gen. Thomas A. Lane, former Engineer Commissioner of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, at June 1957 hearings by the Corps of Engineers on the 
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Potomac River Basin. General Lane emphasized the vital importance of looking 
beyond 1970 and 1980 in planning for the needs of the Capital area. In these 
terms he stated it was most important that we develop the full potential of the 
Riverbend Dam site. He stated further: 

“If we build a dam. of lesser height, we shall establish an intermediate adjust- 
ment of the river regimen and promote great capital investment and development 
along the shores of the lake created. Thereafter, our descendants, pressed for 
more water storage, could only realize the full potential of the site by destroying 
all of the investment of the bordering lake shores. This would, indeed, be a 
tragic dilemma to present to future generations.” 

General Lane summarized the Riverbend Dam issue as follows: 

“If the long-range plan for the National Capital region will require the River- 
bend Dam, the time to build it is now. Our spreading population will soon be en- 
croaching on the lands required for water storage above the dam site. The reser- 
vation of these lands should be made promptly to avoid later population displace- 
ment. In contrast, the upriver storage areas in the Potomac tributaries are not 
so threatened by urbanization and the development of their storage capacities 


can be safely deferred. They would then be in reserve for future generations 
to develop as required.” 


The issues raised by S. 77 and H. R. 1145, “To establish the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park,” are far larger than either the title of the 
bills or the presentations of their proponents would indicate. They involve the 
entire question of how the people of the area are going to live with and use their 
most important resource, the Potomac River. This can be adequately dealt with 
only in terms of a comprehensive multiple-purpose plan for the river basin, the 
only modern way of dealing with the whole range of uses, from water supply 
to recreation. River basin engineering has proved one of the most important 


branches of 20th century technology. It must be employed for full use of the 
Potomac River. 


LELAND OLDs, 
Director, Energy Research Associates. 

Mr. Asner. Of course, that knocks the wind out of my testimony, 
because I had counted on using the information that we asked Mr. 
Olds to prepare for us. This is not the first time we have asked Mr. 
Olds to study this problem. Nearly 2 years ago we asked him to make a 
study of both the Potomac River ad the Susquehanna River. 

Mrs. Prost. Let the Chair state—— 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman, I do not believe it would be out of 
order for the witness to comment on some of the conclusions of Mr. 
Olds. If the witness would care to do that, I am sure the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania would have no objection. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Asher, let the Chair state that if you are familiar 
with Mr. Olds’ testimony and there are some conclusions in Mr. Olds’ 
testimony which you wish to use as a part of your case, of course 

ou are certainly entitled to quote from it in any manner you desire 
in order to give the committee the benefit of the figures or the con- 
clusions. However, they should be your own conclusions ratlier than 
another individual’s. 

Mr. Asuer. I will do the best I can to do that. I have worked 
closely with Mr. Olds during the past 2 years. I have worked with 
him on this statement. It is his statement. He has not only been 
Chairman of the Federal Power Commission but, as you probably 
know, he has served on the President’s Water Resources Policy Com- 
mittee, and I believe he is outstanding in the field of river-basih 
planning. 

We were particularly anxious to include his statement in the record, 
and hope that it will be possible later for that to be done, because he 
went to a lot of trouble to analyze Dr. Cover’s statement. 
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Mrs. Prost. Let the Chair state for the record we never preclude 
anyone from ty. his statement in the record, whether he is for or 
against a project. The committee is here to get as much information 
as possible. However, we would appreciate Mr. Olds making the 
request hiniself. 

Mr. Asuer. All I can do, then, is comment on his statement and 
take these points one at a time. 

The first one is with respect to water supply. It is very clear 
from studying the records of authorities in this field, such as Dr. Abel 
Wolman of Johns Hopkins University; David Auld, District of 
Columbia sanitary engineer; the Corps of Engineers’ past studies 
and records; and Gilbert V. Levin, who during the past few months 
was employed as a consultant to the committee on Washington metro- 
politan problems, that Dr. Cover’s information on water supply is 
not correct. Mr. Levin is a graduate sanitary engineer from Johns 
Hopkins University. He is engaged in research and consulting work 
in this field, and has a good reputation. 

All of these experts have testified in recent years, as recently as 
1957 and 1958, that the water supply needs of Washington will not 
be adequate in the near future unless dams are built on the Potomac 
River. By the “near future,” they mean the next 10 to 12 years, 
the time it would take to provide structures in the river which would 
make adequate supplies available. Therefore the need is urgent. 

It is obvious that Dr. Cover was either using information that was 
limited to domestic and industrial water only, and not considering 
uses for pollution abatement and supplementary irrigation, or he was 
using figures previously developed by the Corps of Engineers or the 
District Sanitary Office, one or the other, for only a part of the metro- 
politan area of Washington. 

In the report that Mr. Levin made to the committee on metro- 
politan problems, he included a chart prepared by Byron Bird of the 
Corps of Engineers in 1957, which showed the water needs of the 
Washington metropolitan area for pollution abatement, water supply, 
and irrigation. For the year 2000 the need will be over 2,000 million 
gallons a day, whereas the low flow of the river in 1930 went down 
to one-fourth of that amount or barely over that. 

There is no question in my mind that the need for water supply in 
the immediate future must be seriously considered by this committee, 
and the information given by Dr. Cover was either erroneous or par- 
tially complete. 

Dr. Cover also suggested the possibility of a supply of water below 
Washington in the pool of water between Washington and Indian 
Head, of 52 billion gallons. It is not clear whether he means there 
are 52 billion gallons a day or a year, or just there at present. In 
any event, I think Mr. Auld made it clear in his testimony that this 
supply would certainly not be a desirable source of water supply, 
a mixture of brackish water and sewage effluent. He also testified 
that sewage effluent could not be made pure enough for drinking 
water, regardless of primary and secondary treatment. 

The second point Dr. Cover made had to do with pollution abate- 
ment. He made the point that it should be corrected at the source 
and not by storage and dilution further down the stream. 
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I think the Corps of Engineers in their previous reports, and the 
District sanitary engineer people in their testimony here, have both 
made it clear that treatment cannot be the total answer, but instead 
it is necessary to have treatment and storage to take care of pollution. 

The third point Dr. Cover made had to do with silt, and I would 
like to emphasize for the record 

Mr. Sartor. It is your conclusion now that you have to have storage 
to take care of pollution abatement ? 

Mr. Asuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. All right. 

Mr. Asner. I use in support of my statement the testimony and 
records of experts in the field. Certainly I would not claim to be an 
expert in the pollution field. 

The third point, soil erosion and silt coming into the river, I think 
has not been emphasized enough in the testimony that I have heard 
before this committee. Dr. Abel Wolman in his report to the Inter- 
state Commission on the Potomac River said that— 





the silt problem is of such magnitude that its solution should take precedence 
over all other pollution control activities in Metropolitan Washington. 

He also makes the point, which I think has not been made hereto- 
fore, that most of the silt comes into the river in the so-called Pied- 
mont area, between Great Falls and Harper’s Ferry, generally speak- 
ing, and is a major problem in that area. Therefore, that part of the 
river is not now “clean water” as indicated in previous testimony. 

He further makes the contention that the only sensible way to take 
care of this problem is by impoundment; that a dam such as Riverbend 
would take care of the silt problem for a thousand years, whereas if 
it is not trapped at Riverbend, in 50 years it will build up a delta in the 
Washington area which will make the Washington area of the river 
unfit for other beneficial purposes. 

I think those are pertinent points. 

Mr. Sartor. I want to make sure I understood what you said. Did 
you say if this Bigbend Dam is built it will take care of the silt prob- 
lem for 1,000 years ? 

Mr. Asner. I am quoting Dr. Wolman’s report. 

Mr. Sartor. I am not asking whether you are quoting or not. Is 
that your statement? 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir. 

The fourth point that Dr. Cover made was that flood control is 
related to land use zoning and conservation measures known to all 
of us. 

He cited as an example of what he had in mind, the way the Indians 
used to treat flood control. An Indian tribe would never settle in a 
river basin where they knew it would be flooded. He stated that we 
should continue that kind of policy; that we should not encourage 
people to live in an area or develop for industry an area which would 
be flooded at any time. 

He also spoke of other conservation measures about which we all 
know and in which we all agree. Dr. Wolman reports these measures 
will only do half the job if fully carried out. Certainly I do not need to 
tell this committee that the accepted method in this country for over 
50 years, is to impound, control, and regulate the flow of the river as 
a means of taking care of flood control. 
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Dr. Cover minimized the use of hydroelectric. power from the 
Potomac River. He also.did this in a Maryland University report he 
made on the Potomac River, within the past year, indicating that there 
is only a small amount of power available and that only a few people 
would benefit. 

As I indicated earlier in my statement, there are approximately 
100,000 members of electric cooperatives who are less than 100 miles 
from proposed dam sites on the Potomac River, which is considered 
within reasonable transmission distance. 

The only thing I can do to tell the committee about the capacity of 
hydroelectric power of the Potomac River is, of course, to refer to the 
1944 study of the Corps of Engineers. That report showed 694,000 
kilowatts installed capacity, with an annual output of approximately 
2.3 billion kilowatt-hours of electricity. Our cooperative, for exam- 
ple, uses about 40 million kilowatt-hours of electricity a year, for 
which we are paying nearly 13 mills. 

Experts have indicated recently that. the electric energy from the 
Potomac River could be produced and delivered for approximately 7 
mills. At the time of the 1944 study of the Corps of Engineers, based 
on 1942 costs, it was estimated at about 414 mills. Taking into con- 
sideration the increased cost of construction of river impoundments, 
that price would be increased at this time, not doubled as average con- 
struction costs have approximately doubled, but through more efficient 
construction methods we have in these days for building dams, and 
with a more realistic allocation to water supply, which is now the prin- 
cipal problem in connection with development of the river, the infor- 
mation we have received from experts in the field indicates that power 
could be generated and delivered for approximately 7 mills, not more 
than 8 mills. 

On our co-op, even a saving of 1 mill means about $40,000 a year, 
just about the same as our monthly power bill. 

Dr. Cover’s sixth point had to do with recreational facilities insofar 
as the Potomac River is concerned. The case has been made here 
before, and I would like to subscribe to it, a reservoir 35 miles long, 
with three-hundred-and-fifty-odd miles of shoreline, with only a small 
amount of letdown during the recreation season, certainly appeals to 
me as a source of recreation for the hundreds of thousands of people 
in this metropolitan area, who are here now and those who are to 
come, more than leaving the river in its present state to become more 
polluted, to become a delta in this area, filled with silt, without fish 
or other opportunities to enjoy the recreation possibilities of this great 
river. 

This last summer I saw in the Washington papers that it was neces- 
sary for the Public Health Service to recommend calling off a water- 
ski exhibition in the Washington area because it was afraid if anyone 
fell in the water and had any kind of break in his skin, he might con- 
tract any one of several different diseases. I think that is a sorry 
situation, that here in the Nation’s Capital—the principal city of the 
world, in my opinion—we live literally in front of an open cesspool. 

I would like to refer again to recommendations that Dr. Wolman 
made. My appraisal of his report is that it makes sense. He recom- 
mended a barrier at the 14th Street Bridge which would keep back the 
tidewater. The River Bend Dam would release a supply of fresh 
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water, which would come down the river, through the Tidal Basin 
and through the Washington boat basin back into the river, thereby 
creating right here in the city of Washington, water clean enough to 
bathe in, water clean tana for game fish to live in, water clean 
enough for skiing, sailing, canoeing, or any of the other many water 
sports. 

Also, something which has not been mentioned in this hearing be- 
fore is the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers as to the loca- 
tion of River Bend Dam above Great Falls. Incidentally, Madam 
Chairman, the River Bend Dam location is almost exactly 2 miles 
above Great Falls. That was never made clear yesterday. 

In addition to the River Bend Dam, the Corps proposed a dam at 
Bear Island, a small barrier, and another small dam at Chain Bridge, 
right in the edge of Washington. ‘These would be low dams, not high 
enough to flood out the canal, but high enough to keep a regulated 
flow of water through the area, and provide recreational facilities for 
this whole stretch of the river near Washington. If Dr. Wolman’s 
plan were incorporated with the Corps of Engineers plan, then you 
would have through this whole area of the river, from the 14th Street 
Bridge to Great Falls, recreation possibilities for the people of 
Washington, without having to go to Chesapeake Bay or the Atlantic 
Ocean or other places. 

Incidentally, this area is almost devoid of lakes or other water rec- 
reational possibilities. 

Mr. THomson. Do I understand you would release fresh water 
from the dam which would make all this possible ? 

Mr. Asuer. Yes, sir; that is the recommendation of Dr. Wolman; 
that the River Bend Dam would create a 35-mile reservoir. Fresh 
water would be released, from this dam alone, at about 3,000 million 
gallons a day, and create a regulated flow in the Potomac below the 
dam, through the Tidal Basin and the Washington yacht basin, which 
is not accurately shown on thismap. Here, at the 14th Street Bridge, 
a barrier would be built to keep out tidewater. So between 14th 
Street Bridge and Great Falls there would be a continuous regulated 
flow of clean water for recreation. 

Mr. Tuomson. The water then, according to the way I understand 
your testimony, from River Bend on up is good, clear water. All the 
pollution occurs down here in the Washington area. 

Mr. Asner. Except for silt, that is generally true. As Mr. Auld 
previously testified, the water now above Great Falls is not too bad, 
although I recently read in the Washington Post of a float trip sev- 
eral sportsmen took down the river in ‘the area here near Hancock 
[indicating on map]. When they came to the Hancock area they 
had to discontinue fishing and float past this area because of indus- 
trial wastes coming into the river. 

I think it is also important to emphasize, as it has not been done 
heretofore, that the C. & O. Canal would not be inundated in this area 
from River Bend to the District of Columbia. It would be left in- 
tact. Actually, that is the only part of the canal which is now used. 
This is where the barge is now towed up and down the canal. The 
part of the canal from this area on up is barely passable and often 
flooded. 
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Dr. Cover’s next point had to do with the desirability of this area 
for industrial development. He seemed to be in conflict: in his testi- 
mony, saying, on the one hand, that a park would be more desirable 
for industry than a reservoir and, on the other, that the area is not 
desirable for industrial development. Certainly, it would seem to me, 
that the recreational possibilities that I have just described, as recom- 
mended by Dr. Wolman, would appeal to industry with many em- 
ployees, a lot more than the river left in its present state for the type 
of recreation enjoyed by minority groups. 

Dr. Cover also made the point that the River Bend reservoir would 
remove thousands of acres of farmlands which would be inundated. 
I do not think it has been developed in this testimony exactly how 
much valuable farmland or how much salable timber land would be 
taken out. I do not have the exact answer, but I do know that ap- 
proximately 22,000 to 30,000 acres of land were flooded in the 1936 
flood, and it certainly does not seem to me that a great deal of valu- 
able land would be inundated by the reservoir not already owned by 
the Government. 

Generally, Madam Chairman, that covers the points that I wanted 
to make. I shall not take any more time. I shall be glad to answer 
any questions that I ean. 

Mrs. Prosr. I thank the gentleman. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman, I should like to say to the witness 
1 think he did a better job on his own than he would have done if he 
had read the testimony. 

Mr. Asuer. Thank you. 

Mr. Utitman. I thought he handled the situation very well, and it 
is evident that he knows what he is talking about. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Asher, I see in your statement you say you are the 
assistant general manager of the Choptank Electric Cooperative. 

Mr. AsHer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. What is your background to fill that position ? 

Mr. Asuer. Mr. Saylor, I was born and raised in Missouri. I came 
here in 1931 to go to school at George Washington University. I 
married a Washington girl and I have been in this area, except for a 
couple of times during World War II, ever since. 

Actually my first job after school was with the Acacia Life Insur- 
ance Co. here in Washington, in the accounting department. I 
started with the Rural Electrification Administration May 23, 1935, 
the first month and first year the REA program started. I worked 
there progressively to the job of director of the northeast area, until 
5 years ago when I accepted a job with the Choptank Electric Co- 
operative. 

Mr. Saytor. If it were not for the hydroelectric power possibilities 
of this installation, what would your position be as to the value be- 
tween this area for recreation and the preservation of the canal facil- 
ities as compared with a dam merely to store water for municipal use? 

Mr. Asuer. Because of the time that I have spent on this problem, 
I would certainly be enthused about comprehensive development on 
the river, even though hydroelectric power was not to be a part of it. 
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I have lived long enough in the Washington area and am sportsman 
enough to want to see this river properly developed. 

Also, I have a personal philosophy on river-basin development 
which would cause me to be interested. I feel that every river in this 
country belongs to the people generally. I feel that I have a vested 
interested in Hells Canyon just as much as you do from Pennsylvania 
or anybody else in this country. I feel badly that Hells Canyon will 
not be properly developed. I would feel badly if the Potomac River 
were not properly developed. 

Mr. Saytor. That is fine. Iam delighted at your philosophy which 
you have injected here. 

Let me ask you this: If this power is developed, you, as the assistant 
director of the cooperative, would get a preference as to the power; 
would you not? 

Mr. AsHer. We hope so. 

Mr. Saytor. I did not ask you whether you hoped so. I asked you 
whether you would. 

Mr. AsHer. It is my understanding if it were done by the Federal 
Government, under the preference clause we would be entitled to a 
share of the power. 

Mr. Sartor. Does the fact that you probably would be a preference 
customer have any effect upon your testimony # 

Mr. Asner. It doesn’t have any effect on my testimony, but it is the 
reason I am here. 

Mr. Saytor. That is perfectly all right. I mean it is obvious. If 
you want to be so naive as to think this committee does not realize that 
that has an effect on your testimony, it is perfectly all right with us. 

Mr. Asuer. I said in the beginning of my statement, sir, that our 
interest on low-cost power is the reason I am here. We are paying 
nearly 13 mills for power, and we are doing anything we can to try 
and get it down. The farmers are doubling their use of power every 
5 to 7 years, and the experts say they will continue to do so. 

Mr. Sartor. You do not think the farmers are alone in that, do 

ou ? 

Mr. Asuer. No, sir. Everybody is doing it. But I am represent- 
ing the farmers on the eastern shore of Maryland, 12,000 of them. 

Mr. Sartor. I might ask one other question. What is wrong with 
the rest of the citizens in this area? Are they not to be given any 
consideration ? 

Mr. Asner. I think they would all benefit, urban and rural alike. 
I said so in the early part of my statement. It has been proven in 
this country that any time public competition in the power business 
comes into the picture, everybody benefits, rural and urban people 
alike. 

Mr. Sartor. I yield. 

Mr. Ruopes. Have you any idea how much power would cost from 
the dam that might be built ? 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir. I testified earlier that the information we 
have from what we consider experts in the field, indicates that it 
would cost between 7 and 8 mills. We are now paying almost 13 mills 
for power. 

Mr. Sartor. What would be your position as a preference customer 
if, in view of the increased value of the land which will be inundated 
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by Bigbend Dam, instead of its costing 13 mills, it cost 15 mills for 
power? Then what would be your position ? 

Mr. Asuer. We would have to go ahead buying power at 13 mills 
as we do now. 

Mr. Sartor. Would you not want your preference ? 

Mr. Asuer. Not at 15 mills; no, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Then the rest of the people, those taxpayers who made 
it possible to build it, would have to assume that obligation ? 

r. Asner. I do not agree with your conclusion from my state- 
ment, but if the power cost 15 mills, I think it is clear from the 
records of the Corps of Engineers that the cost-benefit ratio would 
be such that hydro power would not be included. I do not think the 
Corps of Engineers would recommend it. 

Mr. Sartor. I did not say that they would. I just asked what 
your position would be if it was 15 mills. 

Mr. Asuer. My responsibility, as I see my job, sir, is to buy power 
for our members as cheaply as we can. We certainly would not pay 
15 mills just because we had a preference, when we can get it for 13. 

Mr. Sartor. I observe a couple of comments in your statement. 
You say at the bottom of page 1, “We are especially anxious to be 
heard in these hearings in opposition to H. R. 1145, not because we 
are opposed to the establishment of a national park or additional 
recreation facilities, but because we know from sad experience else- 
where in the country that once an area in a river basin is designated 
as a national park, it creates a barrier to development for any other 
purpose.” 

I would like to know where the examples are. 

Mr. Asner. All I can do is tell you what little T know about this. 

Mr. Saytor. You came in here and made a positive statement. 

Mr. Asuer. I also said immediately after, Mr. Saylor, that I would 
depend on our national association representative, who is here with 
me, to support that statement. He has it included in his statement. 

My understanding of it, if you insist on my impression, is that 
Echo Park is an example, despite the testimony I heard here yesterday. 
I think you were correct in saying that you were right on a technicality, 
as to the area involved in the President’s proclamation. Certainly 
from a reading of the hearings that were held 2 or 3 years ago on Kicho 
Park, it is clear to me that the National Park Service and the con- 
servationists made definite commitments to the people out in that 
area, “If you will let us enlarge this monument, we won’t interfere 
with later power development.” My impression is that they were 
talking about the Green and Yampa Canyons. 

Then when Echo Park came up to the Congress for full develop- 
ment, those two areas were left out of the final legislation. In my own 
mind, from reading the testimony, there isn’t any question that the 
Park Service and the conservationists let down the people of that area 
with respect to their previous promises. 

Mr. Sartor. Is it not strange, Mr. Asher, that the great President 
of the United States, Franklin D. Roosevelt, would be guilty of what 
you are now charging the Park Service with, because he is the man who 
made the withdrawal. You are actually saying that Franklin D. 
Roosevelt actually betrayed the people of that area. I resent the 
insinuation. 
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Mr. Asuer. If I gave that impression, I a withdraw my 
statement. I would not blame you or anyone else for resenting it, 
because I have a very high regard for President Roosevelt, too. Iam 
not sure I can find it now, but there is a direct quotation in a statement 
by the Honorable Wallace Bennett, Senator from the State of Utah, 
quoting a Park Service representative in that area. There was no 
question that a commitment was made. 

Mr. Sartor. There is no question about Mr. Bennett’s statement, 
but. go further and read what the Park Service representative said. 
He is very clear in the statement that he never made it. Let us move 
on to the next question. 

Mr. Asuer. According to the Senator, there were witnesses who 
said he did. 

Mr. Saytor. You say that you are going to use this for storage for 
pollution abatement. If you can tell me how you are going to accom- 
plish pollution abatement with the release of a part of the river when 
the entire flow of the river will not take care of pollution, I would like 
to know how. 

Mr. Asuer. I would be the first to say that there ought to be ade- 
quate control and treatment of pollution, both primary and secondary 
treatment. I know we have pollution laws in Maryland. I also 
know they are not alwaysenforced. I can tell youa river in Maryland 
which has raw sewage going into it, and has had for years, aside from 
the Potomac. I do not know about the Potomac, but I understand 
there is raw sewage going into the Potomac. 

I also heard Mr. Auld, whom I consider to be an authority in the 
field of pollution, and has worked at it for 30 years, state that you 
cannot cure the pollution problem with treatment alone. 

Mr. Sartor. Next, you stated as the second point that the silt prob- 
lem could be taken care of by building this high River Bend Dam. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. How big is this dam to be? 

Mr. Asuer. The Corps of Engineers first proposed 235 feet. Later, 
in recognition of objections by conservationists, the corps made two 
concessions. The first was on the site of the dam. This has not been 
brought out before in these hearings. The original site of the dam 
was below its present site, where the dam could be seen from Great 
Falls. There was such a great hue and cry from conservationists that 
it would spoil the beauty of the falls, the Corps of Engineers found 
another suitable site around the bend from the falls, where it could 
not be seen and would take care of the problem just as well. The 
corps also later agreed to lowering the dam to 228 feet. 

Mr. Sartor. Is that what has been referred to as the low dam? 

Mr. Asner. I do not know, sir. I read of it as the second compro- 
mise made to the conservationists, so the dams would not inundate the 
©. & O. Canal below Great Falls, but leave it intact for historic and 
scenic beauty. Also, the lower dam at River Bend would reduce the 
problem of letdown and the mud flats you spoke of in earlier testi- 
mony. It would reduce the letdown to 2 feet, so there would not be 
any mud flat problem, particularly during the recreation season. 


Mr. Sartor. Have you any idea how much silt comes down in this 
river? 
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Mr. Asuer. All I can do is quote other people. 

Mr. Saryior. You were here yesterday and heard the testimony about 
how much silt came down the river. 

Mr. Asner. I did not hear specifically how much comes down. I 
know Dr. Wolman says 60 million cubic feet comes down the river each 
year. He also said that in 50 years it would create a delta in the 
Washington area that would preclude using the river in this area for 
any other beneficial purpose. 

Mr. Sartor. We had Mr. Auld here yesterday, the Director of the 
Department of Sanitary Engineering for the District of Columbia. 
He said that 60,000 cubic feet of silt came down every year. Do you 
think thatisright? | 

Mr. Asner. I think it should have been 60 million, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Every year? 

Mr. Asuer. Yes, sir, the annual silt load of the river, according to 
Dr. Wolman, is 60 million cubic feet. 

Mr. Sayvor. I do not want to get you in a really embarrassing posi- 
tion by sticking to that statement. It is bad enough that I call your 
attention to 60,000. 

Mr. AsHer. Dr. Wolman made his study for the Interstate Com- 
mission on the Potomac River with Federal funds, which I understand 
were made available by the Anti-Pollution Act. I think it is odd 
that the Interstate Commission has apparently not done anything with 
the Wolman report. You never hear about it. After it first came 
out there has never been any mention made of it by the Commission. 

On page 13 Dr. Wolman states the annual silt load of 60 million 
feet spread evenly would fill the tidal Potomac from the Chain Bridge 
in 50 years. He says, “the annual silt load of 60 million cubic feet.” 

Mr. Sartor. Yesterday, after we have the testimony of 60,000 cubic 
feet, I asked the staff member to figure out how long it would take to 
fill up this high dam at River Bend with that silt load to become a 
run of the river dam, and he said it would take 183 years. 

If it fills up in 183 years for 60,000 testified to yesterday, with 60 
million we will not have that dam up there very long except it will be 
a run of the river dam. 

Mr. Asner. In the next sentence Dr. Wolman’s report says “It would 
take a thousand years to fill the large River Bend Reservoir.” 

I think it is interesting that the tee Post, day before yes- 
terday, included a news article telling about a committee recently 
established to study this very problem of silt in the Potomac, and 
get up-to-date information. According to the article, the committee 
is composed of representatives from 3 or 4 Federal agencies and 
several State agencies. 

Mr. Sartor. One or two further questions. You know the dam is 
not in issue in this bill, do you not ? 

Mr. Asuer. Yes, sir, except in our opinion a national park will 
make it more difficult for comprehensive development of the river later 
on. 
Mr. Saywor. You know that the canal and a great deal of the land 
that is now in this bill already is owned by the Federal Government? 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Owned by the National Park Service. Why would 
you come up here and object to the preservation of what the Federal 
Government already owns? 
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Mr. Asuer. Just because I think that the same area is made a 
national historical park now, it will make it more dificult for com- 
prehensive development later. 

Mr. Sartor. And you base that on Echo Park? 

Mr. Asuer. That is one example, yes. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Madam a 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have only one question of the witness. S. 77, the 
Senate bill, on page 5, beginning at line 12 and going through line 17, 
purports to reserve for future works such as Congress might deter- 
mine matters of flood control, irrigation, drainage, extension of naviga- 
tion, or development of hydroelectric power. 

If this is kept in the bill do you feel the interest which you represent 
would be adequately safeguarded in the event at a future time it might 
be feasible to build a big dam ? 

Mr. AsHer. No, we do not, sir. We appeared in opposition to the 
Senate bill when it was considered. 

Mr. Ruopgs. I didn’t hear you. 

Mr. AsHer. We appeared in opposition to the Senate bill when it 
was considered. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, you do not think there is any kind 
of language we can put in this bill which would safeguard your 
future interests as you see them ? 

Mr. Asuer. It seems to me it is an illusionary thing. Congress 
already has the authority to do what they want to do with the 
river. 

In the Echo Park case the same kind of promise was made and 
not kept. 

Mr. Ruopes. When the Dinosaur National Monument was enlarged 
there was a definite provision in the Presidential proclamation with- 
drawing further land that there would be further facilities for hydro- 
electric development preserved at a park near Echo Park. However, it 
was not the subject of an act of Congress at the time the withdrawal 
was made. 

I see quite a difference in the situation regarding a definite act of 
Congress reserving these facilities to the mere inclusion in a Presi- 
dential proclamation. 

Mr. Asuer. Sir, it seemed obvious to me when Mr. Wirth, the 
head of the Park Service, was here, the spontaneous utterances by 
him to direct questions by Mr. Christopher on that point, cause me 
to be concerned. That was my personal impression of his answers. 

Mr. Ruopes. Whether or not we pass this bill, if you try to build 
a dam at Big Bend Mr. Wirth will be against it. You have a park 
there right now. 

Mr. Asner. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. What difference in position would there be if we pass 
this bill which would work to your detriment ? 

Mr. Asner. Our position is that you should not pass the bill or 
further consider it until the Corps of Engineers comes up with its 
study. 

Mr. Ruopes. [ realize that is your position. I am trying to probe 
the logic of it. What is logical about a position like that in the face 
of your own statement that Congress later can do whatever it wants 
to do, and the fact this is already a national park? 
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Mr. Asuer. It is just our judgment. We feel comprehensive de- 
velopment would be more difficult if the area is made a national 
historical park. 

Mr. Ruopes. Your judgment is unsupported by logic and does not 
impress me very much. 

Mr. CuristorHer. Would the gentleman yield to me at that point? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. CuristopHer. I believe the answer to that question would be 
that there is little use in spending additional money and building 
additional improvements along that canal parkway when there is at 
least a 50-50 chance that the Army engineers will recommend that 
the dam be built and that they be inundated when it is only a few 
years until the time when we could know definitely what their recom- 
mendations will be. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think the logic given by the gentleman from Missouri 
is much more impressive than that of the witness. Certainly that 
is an item which we should consider in looking after the taxpayers 
of the country. 

Do you have any idea how long it would be before the Corps of 
Engineers will report on this matter ? 

Mr. Asner. It was testified here that their original goal was 1961 
and if they had adequate funds they could meet it, but without ade- 
quate funds they could not give a date. 

Mr. Wirth said 6 years. I don’t know where he gets his estimate. 
It certainly seems to us with the information the corps already has 
from previous studies, that with adequate funds to complete this 
study, it ought to be completed in a short time. 

We do know they plan to use part of these funds to help other Fed- 
eral agencies make complimentary studies, soil conservation, flood 
control, recreation and so forth. 

They cannot complete their engineering studies until the other 
reports are made. 

Mr. CuristrorHer. I have no further questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming? 

Mr. THomson. I would like to ask this: Do I understand correctly 
you are an accountant by profession and training? 

Mr. Asner. I majored in economics and took my minor subjects 
in business administration. 

Mr. THomson. With regard to the engineering data and stream 
pollution control and other things, then, you are merely testifying as 
to what you have been told or from hearsay and what you have read ? 

Mr. Asner. That is right, from experts in the field who do have the 
training. 

Mr. Tromson. I understand you are paying 13 mills for your 
power. 

Mr. Asner. A shade under 13 mills. It fluctuates between 12 and. 
13 mills. In recent months it came as close as 12.9 mills. 

Mr. THomson. Where is that? Is that the cost delivered to you? 

Mr. Asuer. At our substation. 

Mr. THomson. Do you generate any of your own power? 

Mr. Asner. Wedonot. It is all purchased. 

Mr. THomson. With regard to your system how many users do you 
have per mile? 
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Mr. AsHex. A shade over four per mile. 

Mr. THomson. Is that your average for the system ? 

Mr. Asuer. That is right. 

Mr. THomson. Does that system have an area of its own or is it an 
oneetnpns area with other companies ? 

Mr. AsHer. It is pretty well determined geographically, sir. We 
have Delaware to the east of us, the State of Virginia to the south of 
us, and Chesapeake Bay to the west of us. The Bohemia River to the 
north cuts off our territory. Our territory is not allocated specifically 
by the public service commission. 

We serve rural areas, serve no towns. We serve the street lights in 
the small village of Warwick, at its request. 

Mr. Tomson. Has that been expanding? Has the number of users 
been growing ? 

Mr. Asuer. From 400 to 600 a year. 

Mr. THomson. Is that because of electricity going into homes that 
previously were without electricity ? 

Mr. Asuer. Only in part. I talked to a real estate man the other 
day in the northern part of our territory and he told me that 90 
percent of his sales last year were to displaced people from outside 
the Philadelphia and New Jersey metropolitan areas, where farmland 
is becoming industrialized by roads, airports, and large industries. 
Those people are being paid cash for their land up there, and they 
come down and buy land in our area. 

Some build new homes and some use existing homes. 

We also have a lot of waterfront property and that is expanding 
all the time. We now have the Chesapeake Bay Bridge and that has 
opened up our territory considerably. 

Mr. Tomson. Is that farm development or is it suburban living 
development on the waterfront ? 

Mr. Asuer. Most of it is homes for recreation and for retired 
people. 

Mr. TxHomson. I understand your statement to be that in spite of 
the fact that costs have doubled since the estimate was made of the 
cost of power that you thought it would not go up that much, the 
cost of power would not go up the same amount, because there should 
be . proper allocation to water supply made on these dams. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Asuer. The reason I said that was because the Corps of Engi- 
neers in their 1944 study gave principal emphasis to hydroelectric 
power. The principal allocation of cost was to hydroelectric power. 

Now their authority from Congress for this current study directs 
them to give principal emphasis to water supply and pollution. 

Mr. THomson. Who will pay for the amount that is not paid out 
of power? How will that be financed ? 

Mr. Asner. It is my understanding that the water users and the 
people in this metropolitan area would have to pay it through water 
and sewer charges. 

Mr, TuHomson. You would not propose any general writeoffs so far 
as the Federal Treasury was concerned ? 

Mr. Asuer. No, sir. The possibility of flood-control benefits would 
be the only one I can think of at this time. 

Mr. Tuomson. Flood control here in the District ? 

Mr. Asner. In the Potomac Valley and the District, too. 
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I understand from talking to Mr. Auld that there is always a 
potential flood danger to the District. Based on the experience of 
recent years, levees have been built—they are not levees where I came 
from in Missouri, but there is a raising of ground near Constitution 
Avenue and 17th Street. That area was flooded in 1936, since I have 
been here. There is only a potential flood danger to Washington from 
the river, according to Mr. Auld. 

He also told me another interesting thing that discounts some of the 
information which has been in the press, and that is the danger to 
Washington of the River Bend Dam being bombed by enemy aircraft. 

Mr. Auld says even if there was a major rupture in River Bend Dam, 
assuming it was there, there would not be a critical danger to the city 
of Washington or the Federal Government because of it. It would 
not be great enough 20 miles away to endanger the city to any great 
extent. 

Mr. Tuomson. I thought there had been a backup of a million acre- 
feet of water. , 

Mr. Asuer. That is right. 

Mr. Tuomson. He didn’t think that would create a flood ? 

Mr. Asuer. Not a flood causing concern to the extent that a dam 
should not be built for that reason. 

Mr. THomson. I wouldn’t follow that reasoning. If you get a flood 
from a storm, if you knocked out the dam and turned loose a million 
acre-feet of water 

Mr. Asuer. There is a lot of area in the District that is expendable 
in time of flood. Hains Point would be covered up, for example, and 
perhaps the area in West Potomac Park. It might even come up to 
the Washington Monument, but it would not knock out the city of 
Washington as the center of our Government and it would not be a 
major catastrophe. That is what Mr. Auld was saying. 

Mr. Utiman. I am firmly of the opinion that dams such as these 
should also have an allocation for recreation, in other words, nonre- 
imbursable for recreation in addition to what has been mentioned. 
This type of project should have that provision. 

Mr. Asuer. Particularly in a metropolitan area. 

Mr. Utiman. Thank you for yielding. 

Mr. Tuomson. That is something that will have to be weighed, and 
I certainly know nothing about it. 

Getting back to this power business, though, four users per mile is 
a fairly high load factor so far as the area I am used to thinking of 
in terms of the REA. I think it should bear its full share of the cost 
there if this were to be constructed. 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir, but just to show you how high our rate is, 
across the Chesapeake Bay in southern Maryland, just below here, 
the Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative buys power from the 
Potomac Electric Power Co. here in Washington and pays 10 mills, 
compared to our cost of nearly 13 mills. 

Across the Potomac River in Virginia the 16 cooperatives buy 

ower from the Virginia Electric Power Co., considered one of the 

tter power companies in the country from a financial standpoint, 
for approximately 8 mills. Also, they buy power from the John 
Kerr Dam on the Roanoke River for about 614 mills, all the power 
they are entitled to. 
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Mr. Tuomson. This 7-mill cost would be power at the dam site or 
delivered to your substation ? 

Mr. Asuer. Delivered. 

Mr. Tuomson. To your substation. 

Mr. Asuer. It undoubtedly would cost more to deliver it to our 
system, but on the average, Mr. Olds and other experts tell us that 
7 mills is approximately what it would cost for generation and de- 
livery. 

Mr. Tromson. It would be interesting when and if the engineers 
present their estimates to see how they will do that, because if they 
can do it on a sound basis I think they have a lot to offer perhaps in 
other areas. 

Mr. Asner. The Southwest Power Administration is selling it to 
the Virginia electric co-ops for less than 7 mills from the Roanoke 
River and I doubt if there is any allocation to water supply. 

Mr. THomson. Southwest? 

Mr. AsHer. Southeast, excuse me. 

Mr. Tuomson. Southwest sells it awfully cheap, too. 

That is all I have. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Curistorner. I would like to ask a question or two, Madam 
Chairman. 

Has there been any study to indicate whether if the high dam at 
River Bend were constructed the number of kilowatt-hours of cur- 
rent could safely be estimated as being generated at that dam? 

Mr. Asner. On the River Bend by itself, Mr. Christopher, the 
Corps of Engineers in the report of 1944 showed 150,000 kilowatts; 
444 million killowatt-hours annual output. 

Mr. Curisrorpuer. Assuming you had to sell that at 8 mills, what 
would it bring per year ¢ 

Mr. Asurr. Offhand I cannot give you an estimate. Perhaps Mr. 
Robinson can offer an estimate. 

Mr. CurisropHer. Give me something close to it. 

Mr. Rosrnson. About three and a third million dollars, Mr. Christo- 
pher. 

Mr. Curistopner. A year? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curisropner. What is the estimated cost of constructing the 
dam ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. About $33 million in 1944, but you would have to 
multiply that by nearly 2 at the present time. 

Mr. Asner. If I may quote on that. I have some figures on it. 

A development similar to the River Bend project would today cost approxi- 
mately $75 million as compared with the January 1942 estimated cost of $29 
million. Here we get an indicated increase of nearly 160 percent in cost of 
construction. This is from the Corps of Engineers—— 

Mr. Curistrornuer. Let us assume it costs $75 million. 

Mr. Asner. I would like to read further and show there is a good 
argument it will not cost that much. That is assuming 160 percent 
increase in cost of construction since 1942, when actually it has been 
only 90 percent. 
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Mr. CurisrorHer. Does that include the hydrogenerating facilities 
in the dam? Does it include the penstocks, generators, powerhouse, 
and so on ¢ 

Mr. Asner. I assume it would. 

Mr. Curistorpuer. Let us assume it costs $75 million and not worry 
about the figure. Your figures then were three point what ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Eight mills per kilowatt-hour would give you a 
figure of something like $3.3 million per year. 

Mr. CuristorHer. That would let the dam pay for itself in the sale 
of electric current in around 25 years, would it not ? 

Mr. Rosrinson. You could not quite figure it that way. Some of the 
power would be secondary and would be sold for less, but over a longer 
period 

Mr. CuristorHer. Could it be sold at an average of five, all the 
power generated? Let us get it down to where it is unquestionable. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would you yield for just a moment ? 

How many kilowatt-hours were you assuming ¢ 

Mr. Asuer. 444 million kilowatt-hours; that is annual output. 

I think a more realistic cost of the dam would be in the neighborhood 
of $55 million or $60 million. <A fairly recent issue of the Engineer- 
ing News Record indicates costs have gone up about 90 percent since 
1942, and if you use the original figure of $29 million it would be 
between $55 million and $60 million. 

Mr. CuristorHer. On the basis of 25 years or 30 years that would 
not allow anything for interest. 

Mr. Asuer. That is right. 

Mr. CurisropHer. But even allowing for interest it appears that the 
dam could be made to pay for itself in 40 years. 

Mr. Asuer. That is right. 

Mr. Curisropuer. And if that were the case it would be a very cheap 
source of a good water supply for this city. In fact, it would even- 
tually cost the taxpayer nothing and it would cost the city nothing 
except the transportation of that water which they would have to do, 
anyhow. 

Mr. Asuer. You are not including the cost of transmission and firm- 
ing the power, but normally cost of transmission is fixed as a rule of 
thumb at 1 mill, and adding that and other costs, your conclusion is 
generally correct. 

Certainly with a realistic cost allocation to water supply and sewage 
abatement, which are represented as the principal reasons for im- 
poundment, electricity ought to be available at not more than 8 mills. 

Mr. CuristorHer. The only point I wanted to make was that if and 
when the dam is built it should be built as a multipurpose dam and 
the generating facilities of that waterpower utilized so that it would 
be aself-liquidating investment. 

I am of the opinion that it would be a self-liquidating investment 
over aterm of years. That was the point I was trying to make. 

That will be all, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Tuomson. These 1942 costs you speak of were a detailed study 
of the costs in the feasibility report ! 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir; by the Corps of Engineers. It showed a 1.3 to 
1 benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. TxHomson. On your $75 million project how much will be for 
cost of construction ? 
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Mr. Asner. On a 228-foot structure ? 

Mr. Tuomson. What is the cost of construction on the dam itself out 
of that? 

Mr. Asner. Iam sorry; I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Tuomson. What I am getting at is this: If this is so readily 
available why are you spending so much money for further studies, 
feasibility reports, and so forth? I didn’t know there were cost figures 
available. 

Mr. Asner. The Corps of Engineers would have to answer that. 
As I understand the direction they had from Congress, it was to make 
a new evaluation, giving emphasis to water supply and pollution. 

Mr. Tuomson. One other thought that occurred to me is this: What 
about the value of the land that will be iundated? That has gone u 
about 10 times as I recall it rather than just 90 percent. Wouldn't 
that have a substantial bearing upon the cost here ? 

Mr. Asner. Yes, sir. I think that is one other reason why the 
corps has been asked to make a restudy. 

Mr. Tuomson. If water supply and pollution abatement are the 
important items, that is what the people in the city will be paying 
for, and that includes most of us here in this room perhaps, and the 
Corps of Engineers explained they had to have these smaller dams 
upstream, several of them, just standing by themselves and they would 
not be at all feasible and they would have to use some of this Big 
Riverbend Dam to take care of the construction of those upstream. 

Mr. Asner. We got interested in Potomac River development in 
the first place, Mr. Thomson, when we read in a Washington paper of 
a report or a speech by Colonel Adams, at that time with the Corps 
of Engineers, indicating that the river would have to be impounded 
for water supply and pollution in the near future. He spoke of 10 to 
15 years as a minimum. 

He also indicated that nothing short of a large impoundment at the 
River Bend site, or that general area, would be adequate. 

Mr. Tuomson. What basis are you using in figuring your cost allo- 
cations to electrical energy when you come up with this figure of 
7 mills delivered at the substation ? 

Mr. Asner. We are just using the general increase in cost for con- 
structing hydroelectric dams. 

Mr. TxHomson. But that is not the basis that Congress is acting 
under now, is it ? 

Mr. Asuer. That is correct. 

Mr. Tuomson. That is not the basis under which we are presently 
operating, this additional cost theory. 

Mr. Asuer. I don’t know. 

Mr. THomson. It seems to me you are writing some law, then, or 
anticipating something that may or may not happen. That is the 
Trimble bill which provides for that which has been considered in 
both the Public Works Committee and in this committee. 

Mr. Asner. That is right. 

Mr. THomson. When it comes to comprehensive river development 
in which you are interested, I am interested in that, too, and we have 
some difficult questions there to determine. 

I don’t want to take further time. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further committee questions ? 
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Mr. Curistorpuer. I would like to observe for the record at this 

int the comprehensive river development in my opinion is what the 
Peluines River needs, and whatever hydroelectric current can be gen- 
erated in the comprehensive development of this river is just. that 
much profit that will accrue under that setup which will not accrue 
if the dam or dams are not equipped to generate hydroelectric current. 

The city of Washington and this metropolitan area will demand 
in the near future a comprehensive devdoninent of the Potomac 
River. 

Whatever we can salvage of that cost in hydroelectric current will 
be just that much less that it will cost the city of Washington and 
the metropolitan area and the taxpayers of the United States. That 
is why I am in favor of generating whatever current can be generated 
in the development of this river and selling that current for the pur- 
pose of defraying the expenses of controlling the Potomac River as 
we all realize in the near future it must be controlled. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair would like to state that in response to a 
question that was propounded by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. Saylor, we have requested the irrigation and reclamation staff 
member, Mr. McFarland, to give us his evaluation on the length of 
time it would require to fill the reservoir, with a capacity of 1,200,000 
acre-feet, with a flowage of 60 million cubic feet per year, with silt. 
He informs us it would take 800 years to fill the reservoir with a 
capacity of 1,200,000 acre-feet. 

That would clear up one of the questions asked earlier. I thought 
it should be made a part of the record at this point. 

I thank you, Mr. Asher, very much for your testimony. You have 
been at the witness table for quite awhile this morning. I feel the 
members have had an opportunity to obtain a great deal of informa- 
tion from your point of view, particularly as the legislation affects 
many of the rural electric co-ops. 

Mr. AsHEr. May I have permission to correct statements I made 
several times, which Mr. Robinson says from looking at the Corps of 
Engineer’s reports is not correct. I talked of the height of the dam 
as 228 feet and 235 feet. Those figures do not represent the height of 
the dam, they are the sea-level marks of the reservoir. The dam 
would not be more than a hundred feet high, possibly less. 

Mrs. Prosr. Not more than a hundred feet ? 

Mr. Asner. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. AsHer. Thank you, very much. 

Mrs. Prost. Our time is certainly rapidly passing and we have 
other people from out of town. I hope we will be able to complete 
the out-of-town witnesses this morning, 

Our next witness is Mr. Forrest Coakley, manager of the Southern 
Maryland Electric Cooperative at Hughesville, Md. 

Would you be able to highlight your statement if it is lengthy, or 
do you desire to read it in its entirety ? 

Mr. Coaxtey. It is 5 or 6 paragraphs. 

Mrs. Prost. It is very brief and you may proceed. 


oe rer Fe! 
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STATEMENT OF FORREST COAKLEY, MANAGER, SOUTHERN MARY- 
LAND ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, HUGHESVILLE, MD. 


Mr. Coakiry. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
my name is Forrest Coakley. I am manager of the Southern Mary- 
land Electric Cooperative, with headquarters at Hughesville, Md. 
We serve electric power to more than 21,000 members in the counties 
of Prince Georges, Calvert, Charles, and St. Marys. It is my re- 
sponsibility to make recommendations to our board of directors on 
em things I feel are best for the general welfare of our members. 

I appear briefly to ask the Subcommittee on Public Lands to delay 
action on H. R. 1145 until the Corps of Engineers reach the stage 
in its current restudy of the Potomac River, when it can be de- 
termined whether or not impoundment of the Potomac River is re- 
quired, similar to the proposed River Bend Dam. All the informa- 
tion available to us indicates that a dam near the River Bend site will 
be required to insure sufficient water supply and pollution abatement 
for the metropolitan area. If this proves to be so, and we believe it 
will in the near future, our 21,000 members and their families in 
southern Maryland are interested. We too, want a clean river—not 
only in the Washington area, but below Washington where our peo- 
ple use and enjoy the river as much as possible. Many of our mem- 
bers earn their livelihood from the river. 

We also feel that as many uses as possible should be made of the 
regulated flow of the river created by impoundment, and thereby 
reduce the tax burden to our members and others. As the water runs 
from the reservoir it may as well pass through turbines and generate 
low-cost electricity. The hydroelectric power could be sold and from 
such sales help to pay for the impoundments. ‘This will reduce costs 
to users of water and electricity; also, relieve lexpayere to that extent. 

We are not concerned about an adequate supply of electricity. No 
doubt our present supplier, the Potomac Electric Power Co. here in 
Washington, will always have plenty of power available from steam 
generation as long as we are willing to pay our present rate, or more. 
We are now paying about 10 mills for our power. By contrast, just 
across the Potomac River, our electric cooperative neighbors in Vir- 
ginia are paying only about 8 mills for purchased power and less than 7 
mills for power received from the John Kerr Dam on the Roanoke 
River. We are operating on a year-to-year contract and concerned 
about future rate increases. A few years ago our supplier asked for 
an 8-percent increase in our wholesale rate and after nearly a year of 
expensive negotiation we ended up with a 2-percent increase. We are 
in easy transmission distance of the River Bend Dam site. 

After listening to proponents of H. R. 1145, and to Mr. Conrad 
Wirth, Head of the National Park Service, I am very concerned that 
once a national historical park is established in the area above Great 
Falls, it will be very difficult if not impossible to ever get approval for 
adam and reservoir. The spontaneous utterance of Mr. Wirth August 
13, in response to a question on the subject by Congressman Chris- 
topher, certainly made me feel the full weight of the National Park 
Service would be opposed to building a dam, even if it was recom- 
mended as essential by the Corps of Engineers. 
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At least one aie newspaper apparently supports passage 
of H. R. 1145, regardless of the greater need for impoundment 
of theriver. We feel it is significant that the Baltimore Morning Sun 
carried an editorial July 2, 1958, pointing out the fallacy of going 
ahead with the park bill at this time. We would like to quote only 
the last paragraph of the Sun’s editorial—*That dams will be built is 
considered a foregone conclusion. The Army engineers are now 
studying the Potomac River Basin and are preparing recommenda- 
tions for its development. Unfortunately these recommendations will 
not be in hand for 3 or 4 years. In the meantime it is hardly wise to 
raise visions of a 165-mile park along a canal bed, parts of which will 
inevitably be buried beneath the water impounded by dams.” 

I feel the record should be clear that, based on past studies, con- 
struction of necessary dams on the Potomac River would not inundate 
a great deal of the C. & O. Canal, particularly the portion between 
Washington and Great Falls, the only part that is now used, and cer- 
tainly enough to show posterity how our forefathers used it for trans- 
portation. 

For the reasons outlined above, I urge the subcommittee to discon- 
tinue further consideration of this bill until the current report of the 
Corps of Engineers is available. I also urge committee members to 
help the Corps of Engineers to secure adequate funds to complete its 
report at the earliest possible date. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. The Chair recognizes the gen- 
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. I have no questions, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THomson. How many users per mile do you have on your 
system ? 

Mr. Coaxtry. Approximately seven. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Coakley. 

Our next witness is Mr. Guy Lewis, assistant manager, Virginia 
Electric Cooperative, Bowling Green, Va. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF GUY C. LEWIS, ASSISTANT MANAGER, VIRGINIA 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, BOWLING GREEN, VA. 


Mr. Lewis. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, be- 
fore reading my statement, I should like to say I do appreciate being 
heard before the in-town witnesses. I think it is very kind that you 
doit. Lassure you my statement is brief. 

Mrs. Prost. I see your statement is brief. You may read the entire 
statement, or proceed in whatever manner you desire. 

Mr. Lewis. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Guy C. Lewis. I am assistant manager of the Virginia Elec- 
tric Cooperative with headquarters at Bowling Green, Va., which pro- 
vides electric service to approximately 11,500 rural farms, homes, and 
commercial establishments. However, I appear here in opposition to 
H. R. 1145 on behalf of all of the 16 electric cooperatives in the State 
of Virginia who serve approximately 116,000 rural consumers. In 
view of the circumstances I shall be brief in my statement and attempt 
to avoid repetition of statements previously made to the committee. 
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Our opposition to H. R. 1145 is both simple and obvious. We have 
always fought for the comprehensive development of all of our large 
river basins. Without mincing words and dwelling at length on the 
many benefits derived from such development by our people, we 
simply state that we look forward to and hope for the eventual con- 
struction of hydroelectric facilities in one or more dams on the 
Potomac River. In spite of statements made to this committee in 
previous testimony, as well as on other occasions, by some who are 
either indifferent to the facts or have been misinformed that hydro- 
electric power is neither needed nor feasible in this area, we maintain 
that the facts are to the contrary. We need only to look around us at 
the.construction of impoundments at the present time by the power 
companies all over this country and abroad for the sole purpose of 
generating electricity to establish the fact that hydropower is still, 
and will be for many years, one of the most economical and sound 
methods of power generation. 

We certainly do not oppose the establishment of, nor the mainte- 
nance of, national historical parks as such. Though we live a little 
closer to nature in our rural areas we enjoy our national parks and 
are just as proud of them as our city cousins. However, we do oppose 
the passage of H. R. 1145 at present because, in our opinion, it would 
create an immediate and lasting barrier to the comprehensive develop- 
ment of the Potomac River and a solution in the near future to metro- 
politan Washington’s water shortage problems. We are especially 
concerned because we believe, and previous testimony before this com- 
mittee has strengthened our belief, that the projects planned for the 
next 5 or 6 years along the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal can be carried 
out without the passage of H. R. 1145. Why, then, are the propo- 
nents of this bill in such a rush to establish the entire canal area as 
a national historical park before we have the benefit of a complete re- 
port by the Corps of Engineers? We fear that among their ranks are 
many just plain antidam, anti-hydro-power personalities, rather than 
true preservers of historical and scenic areas. Certainly no one can 
deny that a portion of the cana] area might be of more value to all 
of the — if used to solve Washington’s water and pollution abate- 
ment problems than if used by even a large number of people for rec- 
reational purposes. I don’t think the development of dams or im- 
poundments on the river would preclude recreational facilities but, in 
my opinion, would enhance them. We realize we must fight our bat- 
tles of hydropower versus no hydropower on other ground but cer- 
tainly we must voice our protest against the present establishment of 
a national park on the Potomac above Washington when to our 
knowledge no public park has ever been invaded for the purpose of 
constructing a Federal flood control or water supply dam without 
extreme difficulty. We do not expect that the Potomac would be an 
ere. Furthermore, we know that the historical and scenic value 
of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal will be maintained and preserved 
under present laws until the studies of the Corps of Engineers are 
completed. Our only request then is that this committee, as well as 
the proponents of H. R. 1145, delay any action until the report. of the 
Corps of Engineers has been received and studied. We believe this 
to be both sound and fair. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

303815918 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Christo- 
pher. 

Mr. CuristopHer. No questions, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. Tuomson. How many users per mile do you have on your 
system ? 

Mr. Lewis. 3.8. 

Mr. TuHomson., I think the earlier witness, Mr. Asher, testified; but 
what percentage of the power to be generated from the dam at River 
Bend, if constructed, do you think could be utilized by the rural elec- 
trics in the area for preference customers ? 

Mr. Lewis. I would have to base my answer on what I know of what 
has happened on previous constructions of this kind. About 50 per- 
cent, the power companies receive about 50 percent of such power 
and preference customers about 50 percent. 

Mr. THomson. Hesaid in his statement : 

Attached to this statement is a map showing the location of electric coopera- 
tives in relation to dam sites proposed in 1944 and the number of members served 
by each cooperative, about 100,000 total— 
which I presume to be the members served. 

Mr. Lewis. I did not understand. 

Mr. Tuomson. If I understand correctly, those people would claim 
a preference for all the electricity they can use. 

Do you know how much those different cooperatives are utilizing 
now ¢ 

Mr. Lewis. No, I cannot answer that question. Iam sorry. I can 
say that in the case of the John H. Kerr Dam on the Roanoke River 
the final allocation of power there was one-third to the cooperatives 
in the State of Virginia and municipalities—there were none, but if 
they had applied—one-third to the preference customers in North 
Carolina and one-third to the Virginia Electric & Power Co. 

Mr. THomson. With those contracts that have expired, the prefer- 
ence customer will pick up any additional requirements he has until 
he has satisfied his full requirement, will he not? Is that not what 
you believe should be done and is being done? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir; but it does not seem to work that way. It 
appears that actually once the allocation is made the power company— 
in other words, in this case they received 60,000 kilowatts, I believe it 
was, and they would take any surplus since they wheel the power to us. 
Any surplus we are not able to use is merely transmitted to their bus 
bar and they receive it. Wedonot. If yousee my point. 

Mr. Tuomson. I still think we are talking about two different 
things. If I understand it correctly, the interpretation of the prefer- 
ence clause is now urged and being followed that it is not limited to 
the allocation that is made at the time the structure comes on the 
screen powerwise and that preference continues and as the load builds 
up of the REA or municipally owned utility, that they are entitled 
with contracts expiring and so on to come in and expand their use. 

Mr. Lewis. That is not my understanding of it. For instance, our 
one cooperative is now receiving about 75 percent of its needs from the 
Southeastern Power Administration, power from John Kerr Dam. 
The surplus is purchased from the Virginia Electric & Power Co. and 
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we would like very much to have more but certainly we cannot take 
what has been allocated to them. 

Mr. THomson. They have to live up to their contract as long as they 
have firm contracts. 

I was getting at this. There are a lot of people here who probably 
have not been as closely associated with the very difficult problem as 
some of the rest of us have. My statement is predicated upon—or I 
feel it is necessary on the basis of—the statement made by the gentle- 
man from Missouri because this thing is not always as simple as it 
seems. 

Mr. Lewis. You are correct. 

Mr. TuHomson. There are many different philosophies here involved. 
The gentleman on the witness stand made a fine general statement that 
he favors the comprehensive development of river basins. That in- 
volves flood control and it involves pollution control and it involves 
water usages for many things: irrigation now in the East; we worried 
about it a long time in the West. 

Now one theory being advanced is this, for example, that the people 
here in Washington—Il happen to have some property here and other 
people—they have to have some pollution control on this river. This 
dam might be helpful or otherwise. ‘They are taxed in order to build 
the dam to provide that or provide any other thing that might be 
indicated. At least it was the indication of the gentleman who testi- 
fied, Mr. Asher, that largely the cost should be borne by the people in 
the municipal area. 

Now they suddenly get the dam. Along comes 100,000 people in 
this vicinity and say, ““Wait a minute, you built the dam, we are going 
to hang a generator on it. All we are going to pay is for the genera- 
tor.” The water runs through this generator that you backed up at 
your expense. You take care of that. That will give us power at a 
cost of 7 mills while my electric bill runs me $40 and $50 a month in 
a family home. 

They say to me, “You pay for the dam so we can have cheap power, 
and you pay for your power, too.” 

Some of the rest of us have had the theory that existed in our area 
since about 1908 that that power generated really belongs to the people 
and we ought to sell it at the rate it can be produced for by some 
other means, competitive means, like coal and other sources, and then 
we ought to use the funds we generate from that public property that 
has been created there, that power, that additional revenue, to assist 
in this comprehensive river-basin development and reduce everybody’s 
pay account. 

[ have not come up with all the answers on this thing, but I want 
some of the people from the Washington area to understand some of 
the real problems involved Do we build the dam to provide a vehicle 
whereby you can hang a generator on it and sell the power to some- 
body else for the cost of the generator plus operating costs, or should 
that power be sold at a cost which is competitive, and the revenue 
received be used to assist in paying for this dam and in other compre- 
hensive river-basin developments! It is a very tough problem. The 
man who can come up with the answer I would like to be advised, be- 


cause it will be very helpful to me, particularly in the next 3 or 4 
months ahead. 
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Mr. Lewis. I think you made a good point, but I would like to 
bring out the fact that you cannot just take this electricity that is 
created from these generators sitting up on top of the dam, as you 
put it, and put it on the market as such. It would be like trying to 
sell a cream puff without any cream. That power is of little use until 
merged with firming steam power. Therein lies the answer to that one. 

Mr. THomson. You are getting into a real problem now that is fac- 
ing us. I just wanted to bring out that as far as REA is concerned, 
particularly in our areas where we think in terms of a user of 3 or 4 
miles instead of 7 per mile, that we have a very real problem there. I 
try to be helpful, yet it is a difficult overall thing. It just is not all 
black or white. 

Mr. Lewis. Absolutely. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. I would say the gentleman from Wyoming is arguing 
with the traditional reclamation policy that we have set up for the 
past 50 years and is thinking of a new concept. I believe that the 
traditional concept still has a lot of basic value, and before we start 
tampering with it we shou!d look at it pretty closely. 

I would also like to make this comment that it is a bit incongruous to 
me that these people who call themselves country people from the 
rural areas are coming in and pointing out the dire situation that ex- 
ists here in the metropolitan area with respect to water pollution and 
with respect to the need for future water supply while, at the same 
time, some of the most powerful interests here in the metropolitan 
area are blissfully ignoring the problem before them. That is all. 

Mr. Hype. I am not a member of this committee, Madam Chair- 
man, but with the chairman’s permission, could you comment on that ? 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair will state to our colleague from the neigh- 
boring State of Maryland that it is the opinion of one of the mem- 
bers of the committee and, while he does not say that all people are 
blissfully or idly sitting by, it is a conclusion of 

Mr. Uttman. I may say I certainly do not refer to the gentleman 
from Maryland because I know of his interest in representing his 
constituents and their problems. I was not referring to him. 

Mrs. Prost. My own conclusion was he was making a statement 
with regard to the metropolitan area and not to colleagues and mem- 
bers of the committee, or Members of the House. 

Mr. Tuomson. If I might, I would like to say that one thing that 
kind of impresses me is that it has been testified to this largely comes 
from Washington, this pollution situation, and that really it is we 
people who are Members of Congress who maybe are not giving 
— attention to this thing. I find that so often to be true. 

e other day here when we debated this Federal-aid-to-education 
bill on the floor of the House, I could not help but think of my chil- 
dren going to school here in the Washington public schools sitting in 
a classroom with 40 to 45 people. 

Mr. Utiman. I concur with that. 

Mr. Txomson. I think what the gentleman was referring to 
was-—— 

Mr. Utiman. I was referring to us as much as anybody else in the 
metropolitan area who are not looking out for our own problems in 
the future. I thank the gentleman for bringing up the point. 
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Mrs. Prost. We have some letters which have been requested to be 
placed in the record. 

Off the record. 

( Diseussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, a letter from Mr. B. G. Atwood, 
who is in opposition to the legislation, whose address is Hagerstown, 
Md.; a letter from Mr. C. C. Robinson, director of the Northern Vir- 
ginia Regional Planning and Economic Development Commission, in 
opposition to the legislation; a letter from Mr. William F. Ramey, 
Jr., mayor of the corporation of Harpers Ferry; and two letters from 
Mr. Olin S. Davis, president of the Choptank Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., will be placed in the record at this point. 

Is there objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 

HAGERSTOWN, Mbp., July 38, 1958. 
Subject : The proposal for making the C. & O. Canal right-of-way into a national 
park. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 
Acting Committee Chairman, House Public Lands Subcommittee, House 
Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear REPRESENTATIVE Prost: First, I would like to say that I am opposed to 
making the entire length of the C. & O. Canal into a National or State park. 

I have traveled 75 percent of the land area involved between Washington and 
Cumberland and I certainly see no harm in making that area between Hancock 
and Cumberland into a parkway. It has little use or purpose other than 
recreation. 

There are many fine areas between Hancock and Washington that have 
potential use as industrial sites. Such potential industrial sites should not be 
restricted in today’s competitive field of plant location to rules and regulations 
that may be set forth by the National Park Service for access to industrial water 
in the Potomac River. Such sites would also carry future possible restrictions 
under National Park Service ownership that may expand its rules and regula- 
tions governing occupation adjacent to their property. 

There are many areas of considerable length between Washington and Hancock 
that are not desirable industrial sites; neither are they desirable for farm use. 
They could readily be made into lengthy areas of parks to be owned by the Na- 
tional Park Service and administered by them without interference for any 
future use. 

There are other areas now occupied by fish and game clubs located at vantage 
points above dams for deepwater boating and fishing. These areas should not 
be acquired by the Park Service because at this time no one knows what the rules 
and regulations of this ownership may be. 

I am opposed to the Naitonal Park Service taking over the entire length of 
the C. & O. Canal property with the right to purchase such other additional land 
as set forth in the proposed bill without any indication whatsoever where this 
land to be purchased will be. I think it is only fair to the people of Maryland 
and the State that the Park Service indicate what areas will be acquired, not 
specifically but certainly in general limits. 

On numerous occasions members of the National Park Service have made talks 
to community groups along the river outlining the advantages of having the 
Park Service take over and administer the canal property without setting forth 
what rules and regulations may be incorporated in the bill or may be directed by 
the Park Service as a matter of policy. 

It seems to me that through the leadership of Congressman Hyde and members 
of the Park Service, people along the Potomac River have been given a picture 
of a paradise without any rules or regulations governing the use of this land 
and access to the Potomac River. 

I think that it is only fair that the people be properly informed of the rules 
and regulations that will be imposed by the Park Service on the use of the park 
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land, the right to tie up boats along the proposed park land adjacent to the 
Potomac and the right of the landowners, hunters, and fishermen to cross the 
proposed park property in order to get to the Potomac River. 
Respectfully, 
B. G. ATwoopn. 





NORTHERN VIRGINIA REGIONAL PLANNING AND 
EcoNoMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
Alexandria, Va., July 9, 1958. 
Hon. GRACIE PFosT, 
Chairman, House and Interior Affairs Committee, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mrs. Prost: On the days on which you had scheduled hearings on the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historic Park bill I was, unhappily, out of town. 
I would appreciate it very much if this letter and statement could be made a 
part of the record of your House and Interior Affairs Committee with relation 
to this bill. The Northern Virginia Regional Planning Commission, represent- 
ing as it does Virginia jurisdictions extending from Harpers Ferry to Quantico, 
has a very great interest in the Potomac River. Our interest and concern might 
even be considered as vital as the Maryland counties opposite us. 

When a man buys gaudy red, white, and purple shades for his windows he 
enjoys, from the interior of his home, the relief from heat which they afford. 
His neighbor across the street, however, day in and day out gets the full effect 
of the horrible color scheme almost lost on the owner. In like fashion we on the 
Virginia side of the river are vitally concerned with what happens to our 
neighbor’s property across the river because the Maryland view is the one 
which we all see from Virginia. In addition to the proposed Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal Historic Park, preserving for all time the wooded hills, rocky 
bluffs, and the quiet meadows, it would preserve for future generations an 
example of a mode of transportation and commerce now almost extinct. We 
in northern Virginia have, in addition, a further reason for favoring the preser- 
vation and resteration of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal in that it was the 
direct successor of George Washington’s Potowmack Canal project terminating 
below Little Falls and portions of which are still very much in evidence at 
Great Falls on the Virginia side of the river. 

It seems to me that there is nothing in the bill which would preclude, if it is 
deemed necessary, a future dam at River Bend and it is not the thought of this 
commission to close the door to that possibility. 

The Northern Virginia Regional Planning Commission, representing 4 
counties and 2 cities in northern Virginia, therefore heartily endorses the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park bill and urges that it be discharged from 
your committee’s consideration with a favorable report. 

Respectfully, 


C. C. Rosrnson, Director. 





CoRPORATION OF HARPERS Ferry, 
OFFICE OF MAYOR AND RECORDER, 
Harpers Ferry, W. Va., June 25, 1958. 
Hon. GRAcIE Prost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Lands, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mrs. Prost: The history of Harpers Ferry and C. & O. Canal are 
closely knit and of national significance. We have observed the growing interest 
of the public in Harpers Ferry National Monument as demonstrated by an 
increase in visitation from 5,500 in 1954 to 165,000 in 1957 and is still increasing. 
We second the stated intent of the Federal Government to preserve the historical 
values and develop the recreational potential of the canal. 

We, the mayor and council of the town of Harpers Ferry, earnestly and 
respectfully urge you and your subcommittee to further the national interest by 
your favorable reporting of H. R. 1145 and S. 77, thereby making it possible to 
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confer the status of a national historical park on a transportation means that 
played a prominent part in the development of this Nation and which contributed 
greatly to the economy of all the States along the Potomac. 
We request that this letter be made a part of the record of your hearing, as an 
expression of interest on the part of this community. 
Cordially yours, 
Wo. F. Ramey, Jr., Mayor. 


CHOPTANK BELectTrRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 


Denton, Md., June 24, 1958. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mrs. Prost: Thank you for your letter of June 11, 1958, notifying us of 
an opportunity to appear as a witness when hearings are held on 8S. 77 and 
companion bill H. R. 1145, to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park and to provide for the administration and maintenance of a 
parkway in the State of Maryland, and for other purposes. 

In view of the apparent pressure you have from other witneses, we will not 
ask for time to be heard, and you may include this letter in the record as a 
statement of our feeling on the matter. Our national association, the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association in Washington, will ask for time to pre- 
sent a statement, thereby representing the interest in Potomac River develop- 
ment of the electric cooperatives in Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, and Pennsyl- 
vania, who would benefit from such development. We hope you will give them 
sufficient time to present a complete statement verbally, for its spokesman will 
represent 100,000 families in this area. 

We have taken an active interest in Potomac River development because it 
seems clear to us from many qualified experts in the field, such as officials of 
the Corps of Engineers, and suburban sanitary commission officials; also, Dr. 
Abel Wolman and Gilbert Levin, both outstanding sanitary engineers, that the 
future water supply and pollution abatement requirements of the Washington 
metropolitan area will require impoundment of the river in the area immediately 
above Washington, and in the near future. No qualified person has come forth 
with information to justify any other position. Therefore, in our opinion, it 
seems foolish to even discuss establishing a national park in the area where a 
dam and reservoir must be built. It seems better judgment to wait until the 
current study of the Corps of Engineers is completed and then determine where 
the park should be. If a dam must be built, we want it to include hydroelectric 
facilities so we can get relief from our high power costs. 

I also want to remind you personally that our cooperative supported the devel- 
opment of Hells Canyon Dam with donations to the Hells Canyon Association 
and with letters and visits to our legislators. Despite our requests, several 
Maryland legislators failed to support Hells Canyon and now they want you to 
support a measure that will at least jeopardize proper development of the 
Potomac River, in our opinion. We hope you will cooperate by holding up further 
consideration of H. R. 1145 until all the facts are available for a proper decision. 

Very truly yours, 
Outn 8S. Davis, President. 

Mrs. Prosr. The House is in session and the committee will stand 
adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair. For the benefit of those 
Members present, if the House does not meet early on Monday the 
committee will probably meet Monday. 

(Thereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee adjourned, subject; to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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MONDAY, AUGUST 18, 1958 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDs OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 11 a. m., in room 1324 New House Office 
Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of H. R. 1145, and S. 77. 

Our first witness this morning is to be Mr. Charles Robinson, I 
believe. We have Mr. Calvin Cluck, manager of the Adams Electric 
Competations at Gettysburg, Pa. 

e also still have Mr. 1 sin and Mr. Curran to be heard. 

Our time is quite limited, as you gentlemen all know. 

Is everyone whose name was called in the room? Would you 
please stand as your name is called? Mr. Calvin Cluck. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Madam Chairman, Calvin Cluck is unable to be 
here today. 

Mrs. Prost. Did Mr. Cluck send a statement ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes, Madam Chairman. We have a statement. 

Mrs. Prost. Would you like his statement placed in the record ? 

Mr. Rogrnson. Yes, we will offer it for the record. 

Mrs. Prost. All right. Without objection, then, Mr. Cluck’s 
statement will be placed in the record. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(Mr. Cluck’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT BY CALVIN CLUCK, GETTYSBURG, PA. 


Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committe, I am Calvin A. Cluck, 
manager of the Adams County Electric Cooperative in Gettysburg, Pa. Our 
cooperative serves 6,000 members in Adams, Franklin, Cumberland, and York 
Counties. This area is in south central Pennsylvania, within easy transmission 
distance of some of the dam sites on the Potomac River proposed by the Corps 
of Engineers in its 1944 study. There are at least four other electric coop- 
eratives in southern Pennsylvania, with a total of well over 20,000 members, 
who are also in transmission distance of such sites. For this reason we are 
interested in proper development of the Potomac River, including the rich 
potential of hydroelectric power. 

At the present time we are now paying 10 mills for electric power. The 
4 neighboring co-ops mentioned above are paying 9 mills. Just this week 
a meeting was held with the power supplier to negotiate a new contract in- 
volving a 4 to 6 percent increase in the wholesale rate. So far, a negative 
response has been forthcoming on requests to leave the present rate as it is. 
Therefore, we are very concerned about the future cost of power to our mem- 
bers, at a time when they are doubling their use of power every 5 to 7 years 
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and electricity is becoming a major item of the farmers’ expense. We are 
very much interested in hydroelectric development in our area that will offer 
relief from an already high rate. We are told power may be received from 
the Potomac for as low as 7 mills. 

We understand that dams must be built on the Potomac River to adequately 
serve Washington with a water supply. We also understand that there is 
divided opinion on where such dams are to be built, many people favoring such 
construction of dams at this time in the part of the Potomac closest to our 
area. We want the subcommittee to know we are interested, and believe that 
a park should not be established on the Potomac until multipurpose needs are 
determined. Therefore, we urge the subcommittee to delay further considera- 
tion of H. R. 1145 until the Corps of Engineers completes its current study. 
We hope nothing will be done to freeze the multipurpose benefits of one of our 
great rivers. 


Mr. Prost. Mr. Robinson is here. Is Mr. Richard Shipman here? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Is Mr. Jack Curran here? 

Mr. Heriine. I am Albert Herling, and I will be appearing instead 
of Mr. Curran on behalf of the Greater Washington Central Labor 
Council. 

Mrs. Prost. Very well. We have two witnesses to hear from. Mr. 
Robinson, representing the National Rural Electric Cooperative As- 
sociation, will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., REPRESENTING 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRICAL COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rostnson. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Robinson, I know that you have a rather lengthy 
statement, and I am sure it is a very well-prepared one. I wonder 
if you are prepared to highlight it so that your remarks will be as 
brief as possible ? 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, Madam Chairman. I will be happy to do so. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, Mr. Robinson’s statement will be 
made a part of the record in full as if read. 

Is there objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(Mr. Robinson’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION IN 
OPPOSITION TO H. R. 1145 anp §S. 77 


Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Charles A. 
Robinson, Jr. I am the staff engineer of the National Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive Association which is the national service organization representing ap- 
proximately 90 percent of all REA electric-type borrowers in the Unitea States 
and Alaska. 

The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, both as a citizen of the 
District of Columbia and as a representative of the rural-electric cooperatives 
in the Potomac Basin States, has repeatedly urged comprehensive multiple- 
purpose development of the Potomac Basin and is so on record by national 
resolution. 


IMMEDIATE NEED FOR FULL DEVELOPMENT 


The need for prompt approval and execution of 4 comprehensive plan of 
development for the Potomac is immediate. During the drought year of 1930, 
the flow of the Potomac River reached a low of 506 million gallons per day 
at Washington, D. C. It is anticipated by the Corps of Engineers that the 
1970 demand for municipal water supply and upstream spray irrigation will 
consume some 560 million gallons per day. This means that any recurrence, 
subsequent to 1970, of the 1930 drought situation will result in a deficiency 
of 54 million gallons per day below the streamflow required to meet bare 
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minimum requirements of water supply and irrigation. Looking further into 
the future, the Corps of Engineers estimates that by the year 2000, the demand 
for municipal water alone in the Washington metropolitan area will reach 52 
million gallons per day. 

If irrigation continues to develop, the corps believes it conceivable that subse- 
quent to the year 2000 the natural low flow of the Potomac at Washington, D. C., 
will be only one-half the amount needed for water supply alone. No flow at 
all would remain to dilute and flush away the mixture of silt sewage, and salt 

yater which will then ebb and flow around the city. 

The existing and anticipated pollution of the Potomac at and below Wash- 
ington is a matter of grave public concern and is widely recognized even now 
as extremely serious with respect to standards of health, and as the major 
infiuence preventing utilization of recreation potential. 

It is apparent, at least to us, to officials responsible for maintaining public 
sewer and water works in the District of Columbia, and to most experts in the 
field that minimum tolerable water-supply and sewage-disposal conditions for 
Washington will very soon be either impossible or completely dependent on the 
achievement of streamflow regulation based on reservoir storage capacity. 


INCIDENTAL HYDROELECTRIC POWER 


The rural electric systems of the Potomac River Basin States are desirous that 
any utilization of the river include development of the 600,000 to 700,000 kilo- 
watts of potential low-cost hydroelectric power. However, our people also 
recognize the recreational values of the area and the necessity for either pre- 
serving such values as already exist or of incorporating equally good recre- 
ational facilities in the master plan for river development. Many persons have, 
from time ‘to time, denied a need for hydro development on the Potomac—in- 
cluding a representative of the Potomac Electric Power Co. But, interestingly 
enough this very company holds some 800 acres of land along the river at Great 
Falls. This land was acquired from the Great Falls Power Co. which in 1899, 
unsuccessfully sought permission to build a dam on the site. I am told that 
Pepeo has, for 7 years, refused to sell this land to Fairfax County, Va., which 
wants it for a park. 


PLANNING BY THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Comprehensive multiple-purpose development of the Potomac River is a prob- 
lem with which the various agencies of the Federal Government responsible for 
water resource development have wrestled since 1920. The most recent plan 
for Federal development was submitted to Congress by the Corps of Engineers 
in 1946. 

The 1946 plan of the corps included 14 reservoir projects. It was designed to 
provide flood control and water supply in the Washington area, pollution abate- 
ment from Cumberland, Md., to Washington, recreational facilities, and the ulti- 
mate installation of 694,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric power. The 1946 plan 
encountered substantial opposition, much of it arising from the destruction of 
recreational and scenic values alleged to be inherent in the plan. However, in 
contemplation of the critical water-supply and pollution-abatement situation 
facing the National Capital, the Senate Committee on Public Works, on January 
26, 1956, adopted a resolution requesting the Corps of Engineers to review the 
1946 report on the Potomac River, and to prepare a revised comprehensive plan 
for basin development. 

Pursuant to this request from the Senate Committee on Public Works, the 
Washington district of the Corps of Engineers is evolving a new overall plan 
for utilization of the Potomac River. It is anticipated that the plan will take 
several years to complete and will cost approximately $1,650,000. Approximately 
$348,500 of this has already been spent, and the public works appropriation bill 
for fiscal 1959 contains an additional $200,000 to continue the work. 


THE CORPS RECOGNIZES THE NEED FOR RECREATION 


In 1956 a preliminary report on the revised comprehensive study was sub- 
mitted to the Corps of Engineers by the firm of Day & Zimmerman, Inc., of 
Philadelphia. And even this preliminary report recognizes the need for parks, 
recreational areas, and wildlife conservation. It states in part: 

“The need for nonurban recreational areas is generally greatest in the large 
cities, and the desire for such facilities seems to be developing at a higher rate 
than population growth. 











200 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


“While these types of facilities may require only a small portion of the water 
resources of the basin, they must be recognized as essential to the economic 
development of that territory. A census will be made of the present public 
lands and their development as recreational areas and wildlife refuges. Studies 
will be made as to future needs. These will be correlated with other related 
phases of the master plan such as population, transportation, sanitary facilities, 
and water supply.” 

It is, therefore, clear that the development of recreation potential is being 
given careful study and will form an important element of whatever plan is 
developed by the corps. 


CONSERVATION STORAGE IS INDISPENSABLE—RIVER BEND RESERVOIR 


Most of the professional technical reports submitted during the past dozen 
years, pursuant to various studies designed to determine what type of develop 
ment would best satisfy the water resource needs of the District of Columbia 
metropolitan area, have expressly, or by implication, recognized the need for 
including substantial reservoir storage capacity in any acceptable plan for river 
development. Specifically, most of these reports recognize the advantages of 
constructing River Bend Dam and Reservoir. 

These reports include: 

(a) House Document No. 622, 79th Congress, 2d session, Report of the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, Potomac River and Tributaries, March 8, 1946. 

(b) Information Bulletin on the Review of Potomac River Reports * * * , 
United States Army Engineer District, Washington, May 23, 1957. (Attached 
to Notice of Public Hearing No. 541.) 

(c) A Clean Potomac River in the Washington Metropolitan Area. (The 
Wolman report) a report prepared by Wolman, Geyer & Pyatt for the Interstate 
Commission on the Potomac River, October 1957. 

(@) Water Supply, a staff report prepared for the Joint Committee on Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Problems, 85th Congres, 2d session, by Mr. Gilbert Levin, 
April 1958. 

The government of the District of Columbia, through a statement by its Board 
of Commissioners submitted to the Washington district engineer on June 26, 1957, 
has expressed unequivocal support for construction of major reservoir storage 
facilities, including River Bend Dam. 


LET US NOT DESTROY OUR BEST DAM SITE 


We believe that legislation such as H. R. 1145 and S. 77 which would, in effect, 
preempt lands immediately adjacent to the mainstem of the Potomac for single- 
purpose nonfunctional utilization should be held in abeyance until such time as 
the principal lines of comprehensive development are established. It is, at this 
time, hazardous and may later prove expensive to try and guess whether the 
effect of S. 77 or H. R. 1145 would be compatible with a plan of river development 
which is not even nearly complete, but upon which several hundred thousands 
of dollars have already been expended. For instance, Col. Ray Adams who was, 
until recently, the district engineer of the Washington district, Corps of Engi- 
neers, in testifying before a special subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
the District of Columbia, established to investigate the proposal of the Potomac 
Blectric Power Co. to erect a steam plant on the river in Loudoun County, Va., 
stressed the need for a reservoir storage program and particularly for the River 
Bend Reservoir. River Bend would be a major reservoir storage project located 
just above Great Falls. Its principal purpose would be to provide a plentiful 
supply of potable water for the Washington metropolitan area, and, together 
with upstream storage, to abate downstream polution. 

We are informed by the Corps of Engineers that the River Bend Dam would 
inundate much of the land adjacent to the river above Great Falls. That is the 
land contemplated by S. 77 and H. R. 1145. H.R. 1145 and S. 77, are, therefore, 
not compatible with any master plan which includes the River Bend Reservoir, 
a key unit of the 1946 plan of the corps, and quite likely to be a key unit of the 
revised comprehensive plans for development which the corps is now evolving. 

It is our opinion that the enactment at this time of H. R. 1145 or S. 77, as 
either now stands, would very likely preclude multiple-purpose development of 
the river in the Washington area. It would constitute the sacrifice of a sub- 
stantial portion of the functional benefits of multiple-purpose development such 
as water supply, pollution abatement, and electric power, in exchange for a 
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single-purpose benefit not necessarily related to any plan of integrated resource 
utilization. 

There is also a real possibility that enactment of H. R. 1145 or S. 77, by pre- 
cluding construction of the River Bend Reservoir would, in substantial measure, 
affect the overall justification or feasibility of whatever comprehensive plan 
is ultimately accepted. It appears to be the most attractive site on the river 
for multiple purpose development. 

For instance, Mr. Gilbert Levin, the water-supply consultant to the Joint Com- 
mittee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, states at page 20 of his report to 
that group, that whereas water-conservation costs incident to a plan of develop- 
ment including a high dam at River Bend would be $13.50 per million gallons, 
the costs for any of 3 alternate plans excluding a high dam at River Bend range 
from $13.50 to $37 per million gallons stored. 

Moreover, Mr. David Auld, Director of Sanitary Engineering for the District 
of Columbia, in his January 1958 address to the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin states that with respect to flood protection, the River 
Bend Dam has 8 times the effectiveness of 10 other upstream projects combined. 
Of a total flood reduction of 9.4 feet attributable to 11 dams contained in the 
1946 plan, 8.3 feet is creditable to River Bend. 

River Bend is the most attractive project for comprehensive development of the 
Potomac; especially as such development bears upon the water supply and 
sewage disposal problems of the Washington metropolitan area. 

What this subcommittee must now decide is whether the land that would be 
occupied by the most desirable water conservation impoundment in the Potomac 
Basin, is to be dedicated as a national park; an action which will establish 
strong interests in the land and provide an additional weapon for those who would 
fight against comprehensive development now and in the future. For who will, 
5 or 10 years hence, want to be counted among those who would destroy the 
Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park. 


NO OBJECTION TO NATIONAL PARK ITSELF 


We do not object to a national park for the Nation’s Capital. We merely wish 
to preserve the opportunity for multiple-purpose development of the river which 
flows past that Capital. The abortive attempt to preserve part of Dinosaur 
National Monument for multiple-purpose development demonstrates conclusively 
to us the ineffectiveness of the type of reservation contained in section 3 (a) 
of 8. 77. 

It would, in our opinion, be best to postpone authorization of the proposed 
park until the Corps of Engineers reports the results of its Potomac River study. 


A SUGGESTED COMPROMISE 


But there is another way in which the present problem can be resolved; a way 
by which the canal can be authorized and opportunity for multiple-purpose de- 
velopment preserved. Both of these desirable goals can be achieved by simul- 
taneous authorization of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park and River Bend Dam, the key unit of multiple purpose Potomac develop- 
ment. 

If, therefore, the subcommittee determines that establishment of the park is 
sufficiently urgent to warrant its authorization without knowledge of what may 
be recommended by the Corps of Engineers pursuant to its present study, we 
urge that the opportunity to develop the River Bend site be simultaneously and 
realistically safeguarded by including in S. 77 an amendment authorizing the 
construction of River Bend Reservoir as well as the Chesapeake and Ohio Park, 

We suggest the following amendment to achieve this purpose : 

“Sec. 4. In accordance with the purposes of this Act and to assure the ade- 
quacy of public water supply and sewage disposal facilities, and for other 
purposes the Riverbend Reservoir is hereby authorized substantially in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
Numbered 622, Seventy-ninth Congress, second session, at an estimated Federal 
cost of $66,400,000.” 

CONCLUSION 


We are not opposed to national parks. However, the future of Washington 
and its environs depends on wise exploitation of its only major water resource— 
the Potomac River. And, whereas the desirability and necessity of providing 
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adequate recreational opportunity for an exploding population is clear, so is 
equally clear the need for adequate water supply, pollution abatement, and 
other functional benefits which will flow from multiple-purpose development 
of the Potomac River. We believe it only reasonable to postpone authorization 
of the proposed 15,000-acre riverfront C. & O. Park until the Corps of Engineers 
reports on its present study of how best to develop the Potomac resource. 

In the alternative, if it is decided to authorize the C. & O. Park now, we urge 
that the River Bend Dam be simultaneously authorized so that the opportunity 
to develop the River Bend site which appears to offer the most economical flood 


control, water conservation, streamfiow regulation, recreation and hydroelectric 
benefits can be realistically preserved. 


JULY 9, 1958. 
Memorandam from: Charles A. Robinson, Jr., staff engineer. 
Subject: Relationship between Dinosaur National Monument, Echo Park Reser- 
voir, Grand Canyon National Park, Bridge Canyon Reservoir, and the 
Potomac River development. 


I. DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT AND THE ECHO PARK RESERVOIR 


The record concerning this matter was concisely summarized by Mr. Briant 
Stringham at pages 489-458 of hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
entitled “Colorado River Storage Project,’ 838d Congress, 2d session. These 
hearings were held on H. R. 4449, H. R. 4443, and H. R. 4463, all of which would 
have authorized the Secretary of the Interier to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Colorado River storage project and participating projects. 

On June 11, 1936, at Vernal, Utah; and on June 138, 1936, at Craig, Colo., Mr. 
David H. Madsen, acting superintendent of Dinosaur National Monument, made, 
in substance, the following statement at mass meetings, 

“If you people will not resist the enlargement of the Dinosaur Monument, 
I will promise you in the name of the National Park Service that the right to 
graze the area and the right to construct reclamation and power projects within 
the area will not be interfered with.” 

And in an affidavit, dated March 27, 1950, Mr. Madsen reaffirms his state- 
ment as follows: 

“T was authorized to state and did state as a representative of the National 
Park Service, that grazing on the area would not be discontinued and that in the 
event it became necessary to construct a project or projects for power or 
irrigation in order to develop those parts of the States of Colorado and Utah, 
that the establishment of a monument would not interfere with such develop- 
ment.” 

This quotation is followed in the hearing record by copies of Mr. Madsen’s 
affidavit, as well as by the affidavits of five persons, each of whom testified to the 
making of such a statement by Mr. Madsen. 

And in his proclamation establishing the enlarged Dinosaur National Monu- 
ment, on the date of June 20, 1988, President Roosevelt included this paragraph: 

“The Director of the National Park Service, under direction of the Secretary 
of the Interior, shall have the supervision, management, and control of the 
monument as provided in the act of Congress * * * except that this reservation 
shall not affect the operation of the Federal Water Power Act of June 10, 1920, 
as amended, and administration of the monument shall be subject to the ree- 
lamation withdrawal of October 17, 1904, for the Brown’s Park Reservoir site 
in connection with the Green River project.” 

Brown’s Park was a predecessor of the Echo Park Reservoir, located about 
25 miles upstream from the latter. Brown’s Park would have 
within the confines of the Dinosaur National Monument. 

And in a letter to Dr. J. BE. Broadus, one of Utah’s outstanding conserva- 
tionists, the Director of the National Park Service, Mr. Newton B. Drury, stated 
in a letter dated May 2, 1946: 

“T am intensely interested in your statement about the possible beneficial 
effect of the proposed Echo Park Reservoir in Dinosaur National Monument 
as a means of access for visitors to see the Green and Yampa Canyons. Dino- 
saur is one of the few areas in the system established subject to a reclamation 
withdrawal and this may have some bearing on the proposed 
project.” 


been located 


Echo Park 
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And on June 27, 1950, former Secretary of the Interior, Oscar L. Chapman, 
Stated in his decision concerning the Dinosaur National Monument controversy 
as follows: 

“Weighing all the evidence and thoughtful consideration, I am impelled in 
the interest of the greatest publie good to approve completion of the Upper 
Colorado River Basin report including the construction of the dams in question 
because : 

(a) I am convinced that the plan is the most economical of water in the 
desert river basin, and, therefore, is in the highest public interest ; 

(b) The order establishing the extension of the monument in the canyons 
in which the dams were to be placed, contemplated use of the monument 
for a water project, and my action, therefore, will not provide a precedent 
dangerous to other reserve areas.” 

And on July 21, 1988, an article appeared in the Vernal Express, entitled 
“United States Extends Uintah Basin Dinosaur Area.” The article read in 
part: 

“In bringing a 318 square miles into a national monument, which heretofore 
covered only 80 acres, the Park Service agreed to permit the Division of 
Grazing to continue operating on the land and recognized power and reclamation 
rights.” 

There are additional newspaper accounts of the reservation of grazing and 
power development rights contained in the record of hearings following the 
above quotation. 

Then, on December 18, 1953, the President of the Sierra Club sent a message 
to its members stating in part “Secretary of Interior McKay has just recom- 
mended to President Eisenhower the destruction of Dinosaur National Monu- 
ment—construction of Echo Park Dam. Arguments of conservationists have 
been bypassed * * * write as an individual” warned the club president, * * * 
“asking that he act to protect the national park system and disapprove the 
dams in Dinosaur. Send a copy to your Congressman, and your chapter chair- 
man, please.” 

And during the 1954 hearings the Echo Park project was opposed by Mr. 
David R. Brower, executive director, Sierra Club of San Francisco, who ap- 
peared on behalf of the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs. Also appearing 
in opposition were Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, vice president, Wildlife Management 
Institute of Washington, D. C., who became so belligerent that he was removed 
from the stand and his testimony was stricken. Also in opposition were Mrs. 
Bryant Warren, representing the National Council of State Garden Clubs, Mr. 
Richard W. Westwood, president of the American Nature Association of Wash- 
ington, D. C., Mr. Charles H. Callison, conservation director of the National 
Wildlife Federation, Mr. George B. Fell, executive director of the Nature 
Conservancy of Washington, D. C., Mr. Howard Zahniser, executive secretary 
of the Wilderness Society, and editor of the Living Wilderness and Mr. Kenneth 
D. Morrison of the National Audubon Society. 

In addition, a statement was submitted in opposition to Echo Park during 
the 1954 hearings by Mr. Horace M. Albright, a former Director of the National 
Park Service, which was committed to the original agreement. Also appearing 
in opposition was Mr. Stephen J. Bradley, of Boulder, Colo., the manager of a 
winter recreational area known as Winter Park. 

Another opposition witness was Mr. Fred M. Packard, executive secretary of 
the National Parks Association, who appeared yesterday (July 1, 1958), in 
favor of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historical Park. Also in opposition to 
Echo Park was Mr. J. W. Penfold, western representative of the Izaac Walton 
League of America, and, of course, Gen. U. 8. Grant III. Letters were put in 
the record from the New York State Conservation Council and for the New 
York State representative to the National Wildlife Federation and many other 
similar organizations. 


Il. GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK AND BRIDGE CANYON RESERVOIR 


The act of February 26, 1919, which established the boundaries of Grand 
Canyon National Park provided as follows: 

“Whenever consistent with the primary purposes of said park, the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to permit the utilization of areas therein which 
may be necessary for the development and maintenance of a government recla- 
mation project” (40 Stat. 1178). 
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According to Mr. Michael W. Strauss, former Commissioner of Reclamation, 
this reservation was placed in the 1919 act in contemplation of the Bridge Can- 
yon Dam. The reservoir waters behind Bridge Canyon would have inundated 
a portion of the land in the Grand Canyon National Park. Bridge Canyon was 
to be located between Glen Canyon and Boulder. Some say it would have been 
an even better power site than Glen Canyon. According to Mr. Strauss, the 
Sierra Club of California and related conservation interests such as those which 
successfully opposed the authorization of Echo Park and which are now attempt- 
ing to preclude development of major reservoir storage projects on the Potomac 
through the enactment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park legislation placed 
sufficient pressure on the Secretary of the Interior to prevent recommendation 
by him of the Bridge Canyon site. 

Mrs. Prost. You may proceed. 

Mr. Rostnson. My name is Charles A. Robinson, Jr. I am the 
staff engineer of the National Rural] Electric Cooperative Association. 
The rural electric systems in the Potomac River States are most de- 
sirous that any utilization of the Potomac River include development 
of the 600,000 to 700,000 kilowatts of potential low-cost hydroelectric 
power that is inherent in the river. 

The testimony that has preceded me, I think, has indicated clearly 
the need for prompt approval and execution of a comprehensive plan 
for development of the Potomac. The Corps of Engineers have re- 
ported that in 1930, which was the year of record low flow, the river 
reached a minimum of 506 million gallons per day at Washington, 
and the need for municipal] water alone from the metropolitan area 
will exceed that by 1970, according to the Corps. 

Our interest in the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park bill, Madam 
Chairman, stems from the fact that we believe that if the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal Park is authorized as now contemplated by the bill 
S. 77 and H. R. 1145, a rather substantial bar will be created to the 
multiple-purpose development of the stream because once the sanctity 
of the national park is thrown around this area, it will be extremel 
difficult to persuade the Park Service and the groups who have testi- 
fied in support of the bill that irreparable damage will not result from 
the erection of dams within the park. 

We base our contention on this issue back to the Echo Park con- 
troversy, back to the controversy that surrounded the Bridge Canyon 
project on the Colorado River, and back to the matter that arose in 
the construction of the Adams tunnel of the Colorado Big Thomp- 
son project, which went through Rocky Mountain National Park. 

We believe that legislation such as H. R. 1145 and S. 77 which 
would in effect preempt lands immediately adjacent to the main stems 
of the Potomac for single-purpose utilization should be held in abey- 
ance until the study presently undertaken by the Corps of Engineers 
is completed, to know how the river should be developed to obtain 
the most value from it. 

We do not object to a national park in the Nation’s Capital. All 
we want to do is to preserve the opportunity for multipurpose de- 
velopment of the river. We think the best thing would be to post- 
pone authorization of the proposed park until it is clear whether or 
not it would interfere or would be interfered with by the proposed 
comprehensive plan of development. 

If, the subcommittee, however, determines that establishment of 
the park is sufficiently urgent to warrant its authorization without 
knowledge of what may be recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 
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pursuant to its present study, we urge that the opportunity to de- 
velop the River Bend site be simultaneously and realistically safe- 
guarded by including in S. 77 an amendment authorizing the con- 
struction of River Bend Dam as well as the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Park. 

At the top of page 9 of my prepared statement, there is language 
which we suggest tentatively—it may not be correct in its lega] tech- 
nicalities—but it is language which we believe would realistically 
safeguard the River Bend site for ultimate development. 

Let me again say, Madam Chairman, that we are not opposed to 
national parks as such, but as long as the future water supply of 
Washington depends upon development of the Potomac River, we 
think it would be unwise to authorize a park at this time which would 
include a large proportion of the land that would be inundated by the 
most desirable site for multipurpose development. 

I think that concludes my summary, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs, Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Robinson. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman, for 
any questions. 

Mr. Utiman. I will reserve any questions I might have. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Robinson, you must be getting soft. 

Mr. Rogrnson. Well, sir, I don’t know how you mean that. Per- 
haps you would have a little explanation. 

Mr. Sartor. This is as mild a statement as I have ever seen you or 
your organization present. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Well, sir, I think it is a factual statement and rec- 
ognizes the situation as it exists. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you a question that was asked here the 
other day of a man who appeared here in regard to the American 
Public Power Association : 

What would your position be if as a result of the lands submitted 
or the survey colnitied by the Army engineers that there be no hydro- 
electric development on this river ? 

Would you be here? 

Mr. Roginson. Well, sir, I don’t know whether I would be here or 
not. Our basic interest, as I indicated in the statement, is in the hope 
that the Corps of Engineers will favorably report upon the feasibility 
and desirability of including hydroelectric power in the river if it is 
developed. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you the question that I asked of the other 
representatives of cooperatives who appeared : 

If, as a result of the Army engineers’ recommendations the cost 
of power produced at this site will be more than they are now paying 
for, oeul you still be here telling us that you want hydroelectric 
power developed at this dam site? 

Mr. Rogrnson. No, sir; and in this particular instance I think we 
would be justified in not supporting it, because if power were sub- 
stantially in excess, or if the cost of power from the project were sub- 
stantially in excess of that which is being paid by the cooperatives who 
are ——s this project, then in my opinion the power would be 
infeasible, because there are two limits which the Corps of Engineers 
considered in recommending the installation of power in a project. 

30331—59——14 
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One is the cost of it and the other is whether or not it can be sold 
in the market for power that exists in the area. If power from the 
project costs 15 mills, in my opinion it would be priced out of the 
market and would therefore not be recommended for inclusion. 

Mr. Sartor. Now let us bring it down to the next stage. Suppose 
that the amount that the Army engineers found you could produce 
power for in the river was not substantially in excess of what you are 
now paying for power, but it was in excess of what these cooperatives 
are now paying for power. Would you still be in favor of it? 

Mr. Rostnson. If the cost of power from the project were in excess 
of what the cooperatives are now paying for it, they certainly would 
not want to purchase the power. There would therefore be no reason 
for supporting the inclusion of power facilities in the project as far 
as the cooperatives are concerned. 

Mr. Saytor. Now suppose the Army engineers come in with that 
kind of a report and they say that the cost of power, instead of being 

13 mills that you are paying for power, now the cost is 14 mills, and 
the Potomac Electric Power Co. came before this committee and they 
said “If you build this dam, put in that powerplant and we will buy 
your power.” 

Then what would be your attitude? 

Mr. Roprnson. Sir, that is a hypothetical question. 

Mr. Saytor. Sure it is hypothetical. It is all hypothetical. 

Mr. Rogrnson. In the first place, I do not think Potomac Electric 
Power would take that position because they have already taken a 
position in opposition to the multiple-purpose development of the 
river. What the Potomac Electric Power presents as its position 
before this subcommittee—— 

Mr. Savior. I did not ask you what they presented as their position. 
I asked you the position of your organization if Potomac Electric 
Power Co. came in and said they would buy the power. 

Mr. Rozinson. Well, sir, what the Potomac Electric takes as their 
position is not a business of ours. We would have no objection on 
what they take. 

Mr. Sartor. You would have no position. You would not object to 
it, would you? 

Mr. Roprnson. No, sir. We wouldn't object to iv. 

Mr. Saytor. Let us come to the stage that the power that is pro- 
duced out here is identical with the cost of what they are paying for 
it down in the Choptank Electric C ooperative, or some company in 


southern Maryland, or Virginia Electric Cooperative or Adams Elec- ° 


tric Cooperative up in Pe snnsylvania. Now what is your attitude? 

Mr. Rozinson. We would support the project. 

Mr. Saytor. You would support the project, despite the fact you 
would have to pay a wheeling charge and it would cost you more 
money. 

Mr. Rorrnson. If that is true, Congressman, I misinterpreted your 
statement. Iam talking of delivered costs. 

Mr. Saytor. Iam not talking of delivered cost. I am talking about 
cost at the bus bar. 

Mr. Rorsrnson. If you are talking about bus-bar cost, there would 
be no point in supporting the projec t. 

As you say, when it is wheeled it would be a higher cost than what 
it is now purchased for. 
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Mr. Sartor. The reason I now ask these questions is because I 
think it points up very pointedly the fact that, since your organiza- 
tion supports the preference clause completely, that you put your- 
self in the position that you do not want equal treatment for the 
people that you serve. You actually want what you say, preference 
over all the other taxpayers of the country. 

Mr. Rogrnson. Do you want me to answer that, Congressman ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Our position on preference is that the preference 
clause in the law is the only thing which equalizes the tremendous 
economic differentiation between the major electric utility companies 
and the relatively smaller electric cooperatives. 

It is like you have the same situation in bargaining for a contract. 
If one party to the contract is in a substanti: ally superior economic 
position than the other party, then it is extremely difficult for the 
inferior party to obtain an equitable agreement. 

The preference clause in the law we feel equalizes to some extent 
the economic differentiation between the power company on the one 
hand and the relatively small electric cooperative on the other in 
negotiating for wholesale power. 

Mr. Saytor. Does your cooperative pay any taxes of any sort, make, 
or description ? 

Mr. Roginson. Of course, I work for the National Association. 
The electric cooperatives throughout the country pay all of the taxes, 
except the Federal income taxes, which of course they do not pay, 
but under the cooperative type of operation there is no net profit 
which accrues to the cooperative entity at the end of the year, so 
there is no Federal income tax to pay. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you mean to say that your organization pays any 
State income taxes ? 

Mr. Rozrnson. Sir, I am not familiar with various State income-tax 
laws. I would hesitate to answer that question. 

Mr. Saytor. You just got through saying that you paid all the 
taxes except Federal income tax. I did not make that statement. You 
did. Do you mean to tell me that your cooperative organizations go 
out and pay the poll tax to every community that has a poll tax ? 
You know they do not. You know that they say that they are an 
instrumentality of the Federal Government and are not subject to 
local taxes. They do it on the advice of your national organization. 

Mr. Rosrnson. No, sir; that is not true. To my knowledge, we have 
never given any of the membership advice as to how or when or under 
what circumstances they will pay taxes. As I say, I am not an expert 
on the tax laws of the 45 States in which they operate, but I think 
the general statement is still true that they pay al] taxes except per- 
haps Federal income tax, and in some cases State income taxes. 

Mr. Saytor. Of course, if you are ince erect, you are willing to have 
the record corrected accordingly ; are you ? 

Mr. Rorinson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, individually you and I have no dif- 
ficulty. The only difficulty you and I have i is your philosophy. 

Mr. Rorgrnson. I think that Se Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, I cannot see your philosophy which 
savs that the taxpayers of the Soules must reach down in their 
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pockets and provide the money which gives to your organization the 
capital with which to operate. Why should not those same people, 
who live probably in the same community, be given the same privilege 
that you are asking for the people that you represent? 

Mr. Rosrnson. It is my understanding that all cooperative type 
enterprises are exempt from Federal income tax by statute. I stand 
to be corrected on that. So in that respect the rural electric coopera- 
tives would be no different than any other cooperative enterprise. 

I cannot speak for all cooperatives, but in the case of the rural 
electric cooperatives, the Rural Electrification Administration and the 
cooperative structure was established to provide a vitally needed serv- 
ice in rural areas which was simply not there. I do not know how 
you measure a subsidy, which organizations are subsidized and which 
are not, but if it is desirable to bring these needed services, electricity 
and telephones, to rural areas, the rural] electrification program has 
certainly succeeded in great measure in doing that. To that extent it 
has probably benefited the entire Nation. 

Mr. Saytor. You have not heard me say that there has not been 
benefit to the entire Nation as a result of that program. I have not 
made that statement at all. 

Let me take your equality statement you talked about. One of the 
representatives I talk to now represents a great labor organization. 
Let me give you an example of what they do. In the packing industry 
they go out to Chicago, to the big eile of the country, and they 
enter into a labor contract, properly entered into. They sit down 
around the bargaining table and come up with a contract. They may 
arrive at a price and fringe benefits to be paid to the workers in that 
industry. Fine. 

Then they come to you, who happen to be in another area. You are 
a small packer. They do not say that because you are small you are 
entitled to a different rate. They say that you are engaged in the pack- 
ing business and that, because you are engaged in the packing busi- 
ness, employees in the packing business are entitled to a certain wage 
and certain fringe benefits must be paid. That is the contract they 
insist upon. 

I have no objection to that. I have seen it work. I have seen the 

ple in small branches of industries actually produce and turn out 
tter products. We find things they were doing made it possible for 
the industry not only to live with that kind of contract but to prosper. 

If that same situation exists with a big company and a little com- 
pany, why do you say that because you are little you need this prefer- 
ential treatment ? 

Mr. Rogrnson. Mr. Saylor, I just do not know anything at all about 
the meatpacking industry. 

Mr. Sayyor. I happen to know that that situation exists. 

That is a comparison which I give to you. Little people among the 
packers are doing fine. Some of them have gone under, it is true. So 
have some of the big ones. They have not gone under because of that 
kind of contract. They have gone under because of financing, family 
problems among stockholders, family corporations, any one of a lot 
of reasons. 

The thing I am trying to find out is why you say you are entitled to 
this great preference. 
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Let me ask you this question : If a cooperative were established within 
transportable distances, without loss of power, from a hydroelectric 
dam, and that dam was able to produce all the power the cooperative 
wanted and there was still some left over, why would you have any 
objection to allowing the rest of the people who live in that area, who 
do not want service from you, to get power from that facility / 

Mr. Rosrnson. I think what you are asking, Mr. Saylor, is whether 
the preference should be instantaneous in operation at the time the 
power first becomes available, or the preference as a matter of law 
should continue to operate. 

If you assume that we support and advocate the preference prin- 
ciple, as we do, then unless you also advocate that the preference prin- 
ciple should operate on a continuing basis, you have no eleétric power 
to provide for your load growth in future years and you are right 
back where you started at the beginning as soon as your load catches 
up with what you initially purchased. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, you are saying to us that it is ee 
all right for the private power people to have to provide for their 
growth in the future, but that you do not want to be bound by the 
same rules and regulations. When the dam is built on the Potomac, 
if it is to produce power, it will not make any difference whether it is 
a year from now or 5 years from now or 50 years from now, it will 
produce the same amount of power. What you are trying to tell us 
is that you want the right to expand your facilities even though you 
cannot use all of that power, and that you would have it go to waste 
rather than allow the Government or anybody else to put that to 
beneficial use. , 

Mr. Rostnson. That is not a true statement of our position, Mr. 
Saylor. The doctrine of the continuing applicability of the prefer- 
ence clause and the full utilization of the entire capability of the dam 
are completely compatible, because there is nothing to prevent the 
agency which has jurisdiction over the marketing of the power from 
negotiating with whoever wants to purchase it on 5- or 10-year con- 
tracts covering that amount of power beyond the ability of the coopera- 
tives to initially utilize, and to withdraw that power as it is needed 
according to predetermined schedules, as has been done in many areas 
of the country. The power is fully utilized at all times. There has 
been no power wasted from a Federal project so far as I know. 

Mr. Sartor. No; but you want to have the right to have it with- 
drawn from one user and give it to you. 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes; on reasonable notice. That is what the prefer- 
ence clause means. The preference clause has been enacted into every 
piece of power legislation, with only one exception which I recall, since 
the Congress has legislated on power matters. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. If the gentleman from Pennsylvania will yield, the 
Chair would like to-state that we had hoped to complete hearings on 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal legislation this morning and possibly 
be able to go into executive session for the writing up of the legisla- 
tion. We have an additional witness to hear from. The Chair would 
like to inquire of the gentleman from Pennsylvania approximately 
how much more time he would like. 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman, I am through. 
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Mr. O’Brien. Madam Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Robinson, you said you are not opposed to parks 
in general. You think they are good things. You are opposed to 
this because you feel that it might prec lude some necessary develop- 
ment in the future. You mentioned the sanctity of national parks. 

I think the members of this committee have become aware of the 
sanctity of national parks, because we have had some rather tremen- 
dous pressure in connection with various bills; but do you know, 
offhand, of any national park which was created that had in the 
language creating it such words as: 

Designation or acquisition of land for the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historic Park shall not bar or prejudice its use for such works as the Congress 
may hereafter authorize for municipal and domestic water supply, navigation, 
flood control, drainage, hydroelectric power, or other beneficial purposes. 

Do you not think that the bill with such language would destroy 
the so-called sanctity you mentioned if the need for these other develop- 
ments became obvious in the future ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Sir, I think legally the Congress has the right in dis- 
posing of Federal fee to do anything it wishes at any time with 
Federal property. I do not think that language gives the Congress 
any power that it does not already have. 

With respect to the Echo Park situation, which we claim is parallel 
to the present situation, it is true that the legal situation there, as I 
read it, is not the same as it ishere. There were various types of land 
withdrawals that might or might not be in effect for practical pur- 
poses. There was a specific designation of an area withdrawn for 
reclamation development which was different from the one which was 
ultimately withdrawn or attempted to be withdrawn. But the basic 
problem isthesame. The reservoir was not constructed because it was 
in a national park. 

Mr. O’Brren. Just a minute. I understand the legal grounds. I 
know that on Echo Park Congress could have acted very properly and 
ignored all the pressure that there was. I am not talking about the 
legal power. I am talking about language written into the bill at 
the time the park is established, specifically declaring that Congress 
reserves the right and will, if you please, provide for these other 
things, even if the park is created. 

Does that not put us on a different basis if this pressure sets in at 
some future date from conservationists, and so forth, around the coun- 
try? We have stated here at the beginning that it is our intention, if 
this park is created, to provide for these other things if they become 
necessary. I can only speak for myself, but I would think that I 
would have a ready answer to any conservation group in my district 
who might protest the use of this park for these purposes, because I 
would say that when the park was created I voted for language which 
specifically provided for these other things. I think you “have a very 
different situation here from Echo Park. I do not think the conserva- 
tionists would have a leg to stand on if these things became necessary 
and Congress then authorized it, even though it was a national park. 

Mr. Rogtnson. Sir, you certainly make a good point, but the prob- 
lem is that these niceties are awfully difficult to explain to a large 
er roup of people at the time the multiple-purpose development would 

me up for authorization. 
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The only thing that would get through to the people is that here is 
a national park. Who wants to vote to back water into a national 
park and flood it out? It would be an extremely difficult obstacle to 
overcome in authorizing multiple-purpose development. 

Mr. O’Brien. Who would vote to dothat? Iwould. If Lvoted for 
this langauge originally, 1 would vote to do that when it became 
necessary. 

In Echo Park many of us just had to lie down and roll over and 
play dead, the pressure was so tremendous from these organizations. 
In that case we had not taken the position of actually voting for lan- 
guage opening the door to these things. I think it is a very ; different 
proposition here. 

Mr. Roprnson. If that be the case, then I would suggest that at the 
same time the park is authorized, the River Bend Dam be authorized, 
and that it be added to the bill at this time. Insofar as language can 
do it, that would clarify the situation. 

I think you make a good point, sir, but again I say no matter how 
you hedge on language i in a bill, you are still going to be in the same 
position of saying, “This is a national park. We cannot flood it.” 

Mr. an I am not saying we will not get the pressure. I am 

saying we are in a position to resist it properly, and there is a big 
difference there, because this language will be written in for only t that 
purpose, a serving of notice, if you will, to people in this area and 
throughout the country that we intend to provide these other things 
when they become necessary. 

It seems very clear tome. I would have no hesitation in telling an 
organization in my district—and I heard from a great many of them 
on the Echo Park matter—that I voted to do this, that I am carrying 
out something that I voted for originally. 

Mr. Rosryson. The Echo Park is not the only matter. 

Mr. O’Brien. Iam aware of that. 

Mr. Roprnson. You recall on the Colorado-Big Thompson project, 
the Alva Adams Tunnel went through a portion of Roc y Mountain 
National Park. The authorizing legislation for Rocky Mountain 
National Park had a reservation in it providing certain reclamation 
undertakings could be constructed. This tunnel went through a 
mountain. Both ends of the tunnel were outside the park. “The 
only thing the Bureau wanted to do was to dig a hole at about the 
middle of the tunnel for construction purposes. The pressure put 
on to prevent that was tremendous. 

Mr. O’Brien. What was the outcome ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Of course, the tunnel was ultimately constructed. 

Mr. O’Brien. Right. There are instances where you can resist 
pressure and instances where you cannot. In that case, even though 
they might have delayed it a bit, Congress did go through with the 
tunnel or approve it, because it had that language. 

I say the same would happen with this park. I think a Member 
of Congress who would yield to the pressure you are talking about 
would be very weak indeed when he had voted for this language. 

Again, I can only speak as an individual. Certainly if I vote for 
language to provide for these necessary things—water supply, naviga- 
tion, and so forth—I shall vote for those things when they become 
necessary, no matter what any conservation group anywhere in the 
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country may say. I am not attempting to argue with you, Mr. Robin- 
son. 1 am merely stating the thought that would be in my mind in 
voting for this bill, that I was not precluding these necessary develop- 
ments in the future, nor was I making myself subject to improper 
pressure. I would consider such pressure improper at some future 
date if a legitimate project were to be consummated. 

There is no sense in prolonging this any further. I think in a sense 
you agree with me, but you are afraid that the sanctity of the na- 
tional park would still be too great. Ido not believe so. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions? The gentleman from 
Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. Madam Chairman, first I would like to say that I am 
happy the gentleman from New York has expanded his remarks 
on this subject. I might add to the chairman that one of the reasons 
I have been so interested in getting a complete record here is in antici- 
pation of the tremendous pressures that will be brought upon this 
committee in the future if a dam is proposed in the face of a park being 
authorized. I feel this record is most essential to back up the Mem- 
bers of the Congress so they will have a story to tell to the people 
who are applying the pressure. 

Just one other comment. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
taken a great deal of time and made quite a significant point about 
the preference clause. I would like to say to the witness that, in my 
opinion, he does not need to be on the defensive as far as the preference 
clause is concerned. I would like to ask him, is it not true that the 

reference clause was established and is an integral part of our water 
aw primarily for the purpose of giving directly to the people the 
benefit of any generation of electricity in public projects? The con- 
— was that electricity from public generators would not be siphoned 
off to private corporations or for the benefit of distant stockholders, 
but that the benefit would go directly to the people through coopera- 
tively owned organizations which would guarantee them the maximum 
benefit from the power generated by Federal generators. Is that not 
essentially what the preference clause is, Mr. Robinson ? 

Mr. Rostnson. That is absolutely correct, Mr. Ullman. You have, 
of course, stated it in a far better manner than could I. As I said, 
as far as I know, with only one small exception, the preference clause 
has been part of every piece of electric power legislation enacted by 
the Congress in its history. 

Mr. Utiman. I would like merely to add that as far as I am con- 
cerned, the people of these United States of America still believe as 
firmly in the fundamental principles behind the preference clause 
as they did some 50 years ago when we first put the preference clause 
into effect in this Nation. All through the years we have seen it 
operate. 

Mr. Rogrnson. That is evidenced by the fact that the Congress has 
always put it in the law. 

Mr. Utiman. Just one other comment. We talk now about rate 
equality. The fact that we must bear in mind is that the only reason 
we have REA is that there were vast segments of the American rural 
economy that the private companies refused to serve. So in order 
to make it possible to bring electricity to these vast areas in America, 
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we established the REA. In order to make it feasible we have the 
preference clause. 

I know personally of no one other program which has rendered a 
— service to more Americans than the REA program which has 

een made possible in large part by the preference clause which is an 
integral part of our water law in this country. 

Madam Chairman, I have spoken my piece. I would not have 
mentioned the subject if it had not been expanded so thoroughly by 
my good friend from Pennsylvania. 

rs. Prost. If there are no further committee questions, Mr. Robin- 
son, thank you very much for being so patient with us in answering 
the many questions. We do appreciate your contribution. 

Mr. Rogrnson. Thank you, Madam Chairman. It is always a pleas- 
ure to ae before the subcommittee. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

We have a statement from Mr. Angus McDonald, who is the assist- 
ant legislative secretary of the National Farmers Union, which I ask 
unanimous consent be placed in the record. Without objection, it is 
so ordered. Accompanying his statement are some joint committees’ 
reports; two of them are staff reports from the Joint Committee on 

ashington Metropolitan Problems. Without objection, the three 
reports which are referred to in the statement will be placed in the 
file. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(Mr. McDonald’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ANGUS MCDONALD IN REGARD TO A COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE PoToMAC RIVER BASIN 


(Presented to the Washington district engineer of the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers, Department of the Interior Auditorium, June 27, 1957) 


My name is Angus McDonald. I am assistant legislative secretary of the 
National Farmers Union and am employed by the organization in the Washington 
legislative office and handle legislation and related problems concerning public 
resource development. 

Before presenting the position of my organization in regard to resource develop- 
ment, I will comment first on the organization itself, since, particularly in this 
area of the country, the Army engineers may not be aware of the strength and 
importance of the National Farmers Union. 

The National Farmers Union is an educational and cooperative organization 
founded in 1902 in the State of Texas. At the present time, it is comprised of 
about 750,000 members, located in more than 30 States. It has State organiza- 
tions in Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mon- 
tana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Colorado, South Dakota, 
Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin. In Oklahoma and North Dakota, the 
2 States where Farmers Union members are most numerous, it has memberships 
of respectively : 50,000; 44,000. 

In addition to educational, legislative, and organizational work, the organiza- 
tion sponsors farmers’ cooperatives which assist the farmer in marketing his 
products and in buying his supplies at the lowest possible cost. There are hun- 
dreds of Farmers Union cooperatives scattered over a wide area, principally ia 
the Midwest and in the Great Plains area—headquarters of two of the largest 
(Farmers Union Central Exchange and the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Asso- 
ciation) are located in St. Paul, Minn. Each do an annual business of several 
hundred million dollars a year. It is estimated that the Farmers Union Grain 
Terminal Association handles about 175 million bushels of grain a year. It is 
the largest grain marketing cooperative in the world. 

In regard to the legislative part of the Farmers Union program which was 
adopted at the biennial convention of the organization on March 238, 1956, 
attention is called to the following resolutions: 
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SECTION IV. USING AMERICA’S NATURAL RESOURCES FOR ALL 


Publicly and privately owned land and resources should be administered in the 
interest of all the public. To make certain they are, we urge adoption of the 
following national legislation and policies : 

1. Comprehensive river valley development 

We urge further Federal development of natural geographic areas to promote 
better use of all existing natural resources of entire river valley basins in order 
to improve the economic stability of such areas, promote conservation and wise 
use to prevent erosion and flood. The basins should be organized along com- 
pletely integrated lines of local control similar to the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
We also urge that emphasis of such projects continue to be placed on generation 
of public power, with full respect to preference clauses, irrigation improvements 
aimed to benefit development of family type farms, and wisest possible wildlife 
management. 

Provisions must also be made for continuation and expansion of the small 
watershed flood prevention and agricultural soil, water, and related resources 
conservation program both before and after establishment of such valley devel- 
opments. Such programs of development should include but not be limited to: 
intensification and expansion of existing conservation programs on both private 
and public land; reforestation and revegetation to protect watersheds and 
increase timber and forage; increased appropriations for conservational manage- 
ment and development of all resources; and construction and maintenance of 
timber and stock access roads in national forests. We must make use of all 
scientific and technological advancements to increase conservation of all natural 
resources. Necessary action must be taken to halt the destruction and depletion 
of our land and our forests. 

We strongly recommend the enactment of laws making it mandatory for the 
executive branch to submit to Congress for prior approval any action it intends 
to take that would sell or grant proprietary privileges in federally owned land or 
resources to private interests. Approval to make such transactions would be 
granted only in those cases where it is clearly shown that the general national 
welfare will be promoted by alienation of title. 


2. Development and regulation of energy and power 


We urge establishment of a clear-cut Federal legislation and policies to estab- 
lish clearly Federal responsibility to produce, regulate, and control public power 
through programs of area development on the basis of all-inclusive support of a 
total national program. We urge Federal generation and transmission of the 
power required to meet the present and future needs of nonprofit electric systems 
and the use of the withdrawal clause to protect the rights of preference customers. 
The Federal Government must assist cooperatives and other nonprofit public 
power agencies to set up generating and transmission facilities where needed by 
supplying technical and financial support. The Federal Government must con- 
struct and operate the high voltage transmission facilities necessary to integrate 
individual hydroelectric projects and to deliver appreciable portions of their out- 
put to the load centers of preference customers. 

The Federal Government must purchase or generate sufficient thermal-energy 
to supplant the hydroelectric capacity of the Federal system so that the maximum 
amounts of firm power can be made available for the benefit of preference cus- 
tomers. 

We urge that any electric or other utility, engaged in interstate commerce and 
enjoying guaranteed profits without risk while operating as a private monopoly 
with Government protection, be prevented from counting as costs in ratemaking 
the money spent, either directly or indirectly, to influence political action at any 
level. We urge amendment of the Internal Revenue Act to preclude charging 
off such expenditures as those mentioned above as tax deductions. We recom- 
mend legislation requiring that the benefits from accelerated tax amortization be 
passed on to consumers. 

We urge establishment of regional development agencies to assure proper use 
of the Federal hydroelectric power and provide for optimum conservation and 
development of all values of areawide projects such as flood control, navigation, 
irrigation, and recreation. Such development would utilize the highest possible 
potentials of multipurpose users and benefits including flood control, navigation, 
recreation and water for industry, cities, and irrigation. 
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We insist that the water rights of farmers be adequately protected. We ad- 
vocate strict limitations of the discretion of the Federal Power Commission to 
grant licenses for private development wherever such developments conflict with 
a multipurpose Federal program. Violation of the Federal preference clauses 
by the Department of Interior by a policy of deceit and subterfuge which includes 
refusal to sell Federal power to cooperatives and municipalities must be fore- 
stalled. We should remove all limitations on areas served by nonprofit electric 
utilities. 

We also urge that the technical assistance program of the Rural Electrification 
Administration be restored and its borrowing authority expanded. 

We urge Congress to enact legislation prohibiting Federal agencies from turn- 
ing over any economically feasible Federal power sites to private companies. We 
also urge the authorization by the Congress of such multipurpose projects includ- 
ing Hells Canyon, Niagara, and Kings River. 

We urge preservation of the excess lands provisions governing the use of water 
in Federal irrigation projects in the Federal reclamation law. 

We insist that Congress either authorize the expenditure of funds for the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, to take care of the growing and critical power 
shortage in that area, or authorize the sale of bonds by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority which would provide funds for expansion. We oppose the recom- 
mendation of the administration requiring TVA to repay funds greatly in-excess 
of amortization requirements as determined by Congress. 

In regard to allocation of costs of multipurpose projects, we oppose the substi- 
tution of the joint costs-remaining-benefits method, for the incremental costs 
method in the southwestern area. We urge the enactment of legislation prohibit- 
ing the Department of the Interior from arbitrarily substituting one system of 
cost allocation for another. We also recommend that the period of amortization 
be increased from 50 to 100 years. 


3. Atomic power—the new public power 


We urge enactment of needed legislation to insure that new sources of atomic 
energy, Which have been developed with taxpayers’ money, will be used to benefit 
all at the lowest possible cost by authorizing the Atomic Energy Commission to 
push promptly ahead the development and regulation of atomic power in ways 
that give primary benefit of atomic power to the general public. 

Specifically, we urge Congress to authorizé actual use of atomi¢ reactors to 
boost the electrical energy output of REA cooperatives and other preference 
customers of public power. And we further recommend that safeguards be 
set up now that will guarantee maintenance of preference clauses in energy 
produced by Federal atomic programs, and further safeguards that make it 
definite that atomic power will not become a private monopoly beyond the reach 
of Federal control or regulation. 

Consistent with these resolutions, Farmers Union supports without any quali- 
fications or exceptions comprehensive multiple-purpose development in the 
Potomac River Basin. We believe it is the only answer to the numerous problems 
in the area, including water pollution, flood control, increase in recreational 
facilities, and production of low-cost power. People in the District of Columbia 
and surrounding the area cannot afford to wait many more years until the water 
supply and pollution problem is solved. The Potomac River has been correctly 
termed the dirtiest river in the Nation. In the event a period of drought, similar 
to that of 1930, reoccurred, District residents would experience severe scarcity 
of water and pollution problems which would be unspeakable. 

In 1930 the flow of the Potomac River registered the low of 560 million gallons 
a day at Washington, D. C. According to a reliable estimate, by 1970 demands 
for water will reach 560 million gallons a day. This means that we may in 1970 
experience a deficiency of 54 million gallons a day and in years to come, with 
increasing population, greater deficiencies. It is important to point out that such 
deficiencies would leave no water at all to dilute and flush away sewerage. The 
matter of development of the Potomac River is therefore of grave national con- 
cern. Apparently the only ultimate alternative to the development of the river 
is the abandonment of the area and removal of the Capital to some other city in 
the Nation where there is sufficient water supply. 

Certain proposals made in Senate bills Nos. 77 and 3162, it seems to us would 
not solve, and would only complicate the problem. The development of the 
area in the River Bend vicinity of the river, it has been suggested, is the key 
to the whole program of comprehensive development. Significantly, S. 77 would 
preempt lands immediately adjacent to the Potomac for a single-purpose util- 
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ization. The building of a steam plant by the Potomac Blectric Power Co. in 
Loudoun County would, in all probability, forever foreclose the building of a 
major reservoir storage project at River Bend Dam, since the proposed reservoir 
would flood out the steam plant. 

Multiple-purpose development of the Potomac is also. necessary to previde 
maximum recreational opportunities. The River Bend project will provide a 
recreational lake extended from just above Great Falls almost to Harper's 
Ferry with opportunities for boating, swimming, fishing, and vacationing. Cou- 
pled with the dam located just above Chain Bridge, it will transform the stretch 
of the river above Great Falls into a far greater recreational resource, because 
it will be possible to eliminate periodic floods during high-water periods. Accord- 
ing to competent witnesses, the River Bend Reservoir would lower such a flood 
as occurred in 1936 by 7.4 feet. Other dams would cut the flood crest by another 
2 feet. Attention is called to a comprehensive plan of the corps which includes 
14 reservoir projects. This plan was not only designed to solve the problems 
discussed above but to produce by means of hydroelectric dams an electric power 
capacity of 694,000 kilowatts. 

Although the cost of fulfilling this comprehensive plan has increased about 80 
percent, we feel, as stated above, there is really no alternative and that any 
increase in cost makes it all the more necessary to include hydroelectric facili- 
ties in the project to reduce to the minimum such cost. Farmers and other 
electric power consumers will need the additional power produced at Potomac 
River dams. Electric power consumption of the Nation as a whole is expected to 
increase to over 600 million kilowatts by 1980 from a present consumption of 
155 million. The vast new demands that are arising because of new mechanical 
and electronic devices make necessary utilization of all of the hydroelectric 
power potential possible as well as the building of a large number of steam 
plants. 

Hydroelectric facilities fit in very well with the new demands of the giant 
powér age which we are entering. Because the generation of hydroelectric 
power can be turned off and on merely by pushing a button or by the operation 
of an automatic device, hydroelectric power will be mainly used in the future 
as peaking capacity and will, therefore, be able to supply industrial and residen- 
tial needs during the peak periods of the day, the month, or the year with no 
economic loss in the lowering or raising of capacity. 

Finally, a brief comment should be made in regard to the arguments of those 
who oppose such development of the Potomac River. Attention is called to a 
recent item in the Washington Post in which a Potomac Electric Power spokes- 
man told the Potomac Basin committee of Maryland’s legislative eouncil that 
the River Bend Dam should not be built because in the event of war it might 
be destroyed by enemy bombs. Acceptance of this argument would mean that 
no major facility should be built adjacent to or in any metropolitan area any- 
where in the United States. If this fallacious argument should be agreed to, 
no large building should be erected in any strategic area because of the proba- 
bility of destruction by enemy bombs. This argument, given by the representa- 
tive of a private electric power monopoly, who is interested in building a steam 
plant is, in our view, ridiculous and worthy of no consideration. 

There is also strong opposition to the building of hydroelectric dams by fisher- 
men, hunters, hikers and canipers, and others, it is alleged, who want to keep 
the area in its primitive condition, regardless of the needs of the people in the 
area. We submit that the needs of the population as a whole, consistent with the 
fundamental tenet of our democracy, should come first. While we support any 
project whatsoever which protects wildlife and preserves our public lands for 
the use of the people, we believe there is no alternative in regard to the Potomac 
River development, other than comprehensive development. Furthermore, we 
believe that recreation facilities would be increased and wildlife better protected 
by comprehensive development. 


Mrs. Prost. We have one other witness this morning. Could the 
gentleman file his statement for the record ? 

Mr. Herurne. I would like to make a very brief statement. I am 
certainly willing to file it rather than read it. 

Mrs. Prost. Let the Chair state that we have had a request from the 
Speaker that we be on the floor promptly at 12 o’clock noon. I dislike 
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=a much having to tell the gentleman that there is not time for us 
to 


ear his statement. Would you please give your name for the 
record ? 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT K. HERLING, EDITOR, THE TRADES 
UNIONIST, OFFICIAL NEWSPAPER, GREATER WASHINGTON CEN- 
TRAL LABOR COUNCIL, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Heruine. My name is Albert K. Herling, editor of the Trades 


Unionist, official newspaper of the Greater Washington Central Labor 
Council, AFL-CIO. 

Madam Chairman, I do not intend to read this statement, certainly 
in view of the time, but I wish to make one comment on the basis of 
what was said previously, and it shall be brief. 

I understood Mr. Robinson to make the statement that cooperative 
organizations do not pay Federal taxes. This is incorrect. As a for- 
mer member of the board of directors of Greenbelt Consumer Serv- 
ices, Inc., I want to testify that most cooperatives do pay all taxes, 
Federal, State, city, and so forth. There are a few farm cooperatives 
which do not pay taxes. Although most farm cooperatives are ex- 
empt from Federal taxation by a law passed under the administra- 
tion of President Coolidge, most farm cooperatives refuse to take 
advantage of this money-saving device. 

I do want the record to be perfectly clear that 98 or 99 percent of 
the cooperative organizations do pay all taxes. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman very much. 

Without objection, the statement will be printed in the record as if 
read. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(Mr. Herling’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GREATER WASHINGTON CENTRAL LABOR CounciL, AFL-CIO, In 
OPPOSITION TO PRESENT HNACTMENT OF H. R. 1145, To DsTaslLisH THE CHESA- 
PEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HIsToRIcCAL PagK AND To PROVIDE FOR THE 


ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE OF A PARKWAY IN THE STATE OF MARYLAND, 
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


Presented by Albert K. Herling, editor, the Trades Unionist, official newspaper, 
greater Washington Central Labor Council, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Chairman, some 150,000 members of organized labor in the Washington 
metropolitan area have a vital interest in sound use of the Potomac River Basin 
as the principal water resource affecting their lives and their livelihoods. 

In their interest, I come before your committee today, not to advocate any 
specific plan of development of the river at this time but to oppose Congressional 
action which would, in any way, change the status quo until we have had the 
advantage of the Potomac River Basin review report, which Congress directed 
the Corps of Engineers to prepare. 

It is our recommendation that further consideration of H. R. 1145 be postponed 
until the public has been advised by this review report as to what works are 
necessary to make sure that the Potomac River shall best serve the needs of our 
National Capital and other areas associated with it. And, in terms of the needs 
of the Washington metropolitan area, we must take a long-range view, not the 
needs of the next 10 years, but the needs of the next 50 to 100 years. 

I think we all expect that our country, and that means our Capital City area, 
will still be vigorously alive and growing 50 to 100 years hence. 

Now there is no question about the most important, in fact, the absolutely 
essential, contribution which the Potomac River must make if the future of our 
Capital City area and the welfare of its population are to be assured. That is 
an adequate supply of good water. Expanding population, expanding per capita 
use, expanding industrial activity, will require more and more water. 
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And there is no question about the importance of the associated need for 
enough water to flush out the reach of the river between the intake of the Wash- 
ington water supply system and Memorial Bridge, in other words, for pollution 
abatement. Even with the most effective treatment of all sewage, adequate 
streamflow is required to take care of the effluent. 

This, in turn, is associated with the great importance of the Potomac as an 
opportunity for mass recreation for Washington’s increasing population. Inade- 
quate flows during summer months through the reach of the river closest to 
Washington could render this great recreational resource a menace rather than 
a benefit, something obnoxious rather than beneficial. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not here today to advocate construction of any particular 
works to assure that these great needs of the people of the Washington metro- 
politan area, including future generations, will be met. But the people I repre- 
sent cannot ignore the fact that practically all responsible engineers and experts 
in this field, who have been called upon for advice on water and sanitary needs, 
have said unequivocally that storage reservoirs are already necessary, that they 
will be increasingly necessary in the future, and that a high dam at River Bend 
should be the first step. 

We want to have the advantage of the Corps of Engineers review report as a 
basis for deciding whether this is true. And, until that report is completed, we 
are opposed to any alteration of the status of the reach of the river from Great 
Falls to Harpers Ferry which would make it more difficult or more costly to 
secure the River Bend project. 

Because of its critical importance, we think Congress should provide the Corps 
of Engineers with more funds to enable them to expedite their review. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to summarize for the committee a few material 
facts in support of our general position on this bill. They appear to be undis- 
puted. They are of great significance to the 150,000 wage and salary workers I 
represent and to the entire population of this Capital City area. 

In the first place, with the growth of our civilization we must increasingly 
think of water as an enormously important asset for domestic and industrial 
water supply, for supplemental irrigation, for recreation, and for hydroelectric 
power. What would we think of any other people that left such a water re 
source as our Potomac River virtually uncontrolled, with flood flows up to 
484 cubic feet of water per second practically all wasted and with resulting 
low flows of 782 cubic feet per second entirely inadequate for combined. water 
supply and flushing the portion of the stream closest to our National Capital? 

Probably we would hasten to offer them technical and financial aid to con- 
struct works to store the floodwaters and release them when required to in- 
crease natural flows during the low-water periods. And there is little doubt 
that they would welcome this kind of assistance. In fact, they might even be 
glad to utilize the falling water at the dams to generate power. 

I am sure that this committee has available the facts which fully support 
the position we are taking. They have been presented in many public docu- 
ments. I refer to such facts as the following: 

(1) The 1955 testimony of Colonel Ray Adams, formerly District Engineer, 
Washington District, Corps of Engineers, before a subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia, that today it is necessary to leave at 
least 1,000 cubic feet of water per second (650 million gallons per day) in the 
reach of the river below the Washington water-supply intake, in order to con- 
tribute at least the minimum toward flushing the stream for pollution abate- 
ment. 

(2) The further testimony of Colonel Adams that today a repetition of the 
1930 low flow of the river would leave only a little over one-third of this neces- 
sary flow for flushing purposes downstream from the water supply intake, 
i. e., through the Chain Bridge, Key Bridge, Memorial Bridges reaches of the 
river. He testified that this would produce an intolerable situation, allowing 
accruals of suspended and floating matter to ebb and flow with the tide in this 
vitally important part of the river. 

(3) The estimate of the Corps of Engineers that by 1970 the demands for 
water supply alone will require practically the entire flow of the river available 
during a repetition of the 1930 low-flow year, leaving no flow for the reach of the 
river between the Washington water supply intake and Memorial Bridge. 
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(4) The statement of Abel Wolman, eminent sanitation and water supply 
engineer, Johns Hopkins University, in his report on A Clean Potomac River in 
the Washington Metropolitan Area,* as follows: 

“Within a few decades the amount of water taken from the river for municipal 
water supplies will exceed the present minimum flows. Without large storage 
projects to release water during droughts, the river above Washington will be 
drawn dry and the flow downstream from the city will be almost entirely treated 
sewage. Storage of flood waters for use in sustaining minimum flows is urgent- 
ly needed.” 

(5) The statement of Mr. Wolman in the same report that, although a reser- 
voir must soon be built at River Bend in order to provide ample water supply 
for the Washington region, it is here considered that an equally important 
function of this reservoir will be silt detention. He stated that the average silt 
load of 60 million cubic feet that the river brings every year to the Washington 
area spread evenly to the water surface “weuld completely fill the tidal Potomac 
from Chain Bridge to Fort Foote, below Alexandria, in 50 years,’ while “it 
would take 1,000 years to fill the large River Bend Reservoir.” 

(6) The further statement of Mr. Wolman that “the large River Bend Reser- 
voir should by all means be constructed, and silt detention for the purpose of 
purifying the river and preventing its destruction in Washington should be 
recognized as one of the reservoir’s major functions.” And this further con- 
clusion : 

“The silt problem is of such magnitude that its solution should take precedence 
over all other pollution control activities in metropolitan Washington. If this 
problem is not solved, if the river is left to fill up with sediment, efforts to de- 
velop the recreational uses of the Potamac River in Washington will be almost 
fruitless.” 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the recreational interests, who have had so 
much to say on this bill, should be asked to face squarely the fact that Mr. 
Wolman’s entire recommendations for recreational use in the vicinity of Wash- 
ington are based on the assumption that upstream reservoirs will provide a 
regulated flow of 3,500 to 4,000 cubic feet of water per second, or about 5 times 
the record low flow which occurred in 1930. The AFL-CIO feels that, before 
any commitment by Congress, possibly freezing the status of a major portion of 
the Potomac Basin, we should have the advantage of the latest word from the 
Corps of Engineers as to the best way of obtaining that regulated flow. 

In this connection, we are very much impressed by the statement of Brig. Gen. 
Thomas A, Lane, former Engineer Commissioner of the District of Columbia, at 
hearings by the Corps of Engineers on the Potomac River Basin in June 1957. 
He emphasized the vital importance of looking beyond 1970 or 1980, even as far 
as the year 2057, in planning the needs of the Capital area. Based on this long- 
range view he urged that the full storage potential of the River Bend site be 
developed now, rather than undertaking a partial development, leaving future 
generations in a tragic dilemma when pressed with the need for more water 
storage. Hesaid: 

“If the long-range plan for the National Capital region will require the River 
Bend Dam, the time to build it is now. Our spreading population will soon be 
encroaching on the lands required for water storage above the dam site. The 
reservation of these lands should be made promptly to avoid later population 
displacement. In contrast, the upriver storage areas in the Potomac tributaries 
are now so threatened by urbanization and the development of their storage 
capacities can safely be deferred. They would then be in reserve for future 
generations to develop as required.” 

Mr. Chairman, a glance at the second water supply report by Gilbert V. Levin, 
Resources Research, Inc., prepared for the Joint Committee on Washington 
Metropolitan Problems, printed in April 1958, or at the October 1957 paper of 
Byron Bird, Chief Engineer, Washington District, Corps of Engineers, tells us 
what our Capital area will require in the way of regulated flow of the Potomac on 
such a long-range planning basis. These documents show that within 50 years 
the Washington metropolitan area will need 2,200 million gallons per day, or 
more than 4 times the natural minimum flow of the river: and within 100 years, 


3,200 million gallons per day, or more than 6 times the minimum unregulated 
flow. 


In dealing with such problems the organization which I represent believes that 
the principle of comprehensive basin planning on a multiple-purpose basis should 





1Prepared for the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin, 1957. 
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be followed, giving recreational purposes equal consideration along with water 
supply, pollution abatement, navigation, and hydroelectric power. And we rec- 
ognize that in such planning consideration must be given to all kinds of recrea- 
tion, not just the recreational opportunity which will be taken advantage of by 
the relatively few but also the mass recreational opportunities for swimming, 
boating, water skiing, etc., offered by natural and artificial lakes like those in 
the Tennessee Valley today. 

Furthermore, we recognize that the Nation is going to need great supplies of 
low-cost power to assure a full employment economy with expanding population. 
We know that the lowest cost regional power supply in terms of modern tech- 
nology is going to be from transmission grids in which huge conventional and 
atomic fuel generating stations carry the tremendous base loads, while hydro- 
electric stations, including pumped storage plants, carry the peak loads and 
provide the instantly available reserves. We know that multiple-purpose use 
of the storage projects, necessary to assure water supply and pollution abate- 
ment in the lower Potomac, could also provide at least 700,000 kilowatts of 
hydroelectric power. 

Mr. Chairman, as I stated at the beginning, we are not now advocating any 
specific program for full use of the Potomac River Basin resources. But we 
are opposing present commitment by Congress to a national park program 
embracing a vitally important part of the basin, without having the advantage 
of considering the comprehensive program which the Corps of Engineers review 
report should provide. 

Pnactment of H. R. 1145, the bill before you, would represent such a pre- 
mature commitment. And previous experience, including that associated with 
securing approval for full development of the upper Colorado Basin, has proved 
that such a premature commitment may offer an almost unsurmountable ob- 
stacle to the kind of development which will assure maximum benefits to all 
the people of the region. 

On the grounds outlined, we oppose enactment of H. R. 1145. 


Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O’Brien. Madam Chairman, I move that the Public Lands 
Subcommittee report H. R. 1145 to the full committee, and that S. 77 
be tabled. 

Mr. Sartor. We report both to the full committee. 

Mr. O’Brten. I correct my motion, Madam Chairman, that H. R. 
1145, by Mr. Hyde, and S. 77 both be reported favorably to the full 
committee. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the motion. 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman, I shall not oppose the gentleman’s 
motion, but I would like to have the understanding that we did not 
make amendments or offer amendments, and it is the understandin 
of the subcommittee that any amendments which are to be offe 
will be offered in the full committee. 

Mr. O’Brren. Will the gentleman yield. I would not even con- 
sider voting for the bill in full committee unless the amendments to 
which I referred and other amendments were provided. , This is sim- 
ply short cut in view of the lateness of the session. 

r. Uttman. I just wanted that understood so there would not 
be any question. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman from Oregon. The Chair 
would like to state that she, too, feels very keenly that the bill should 
be amended. 

You have heard the motion. All in favor signify by saying “aye”; 
all opposed, “no.” The motion is unanimously carried. 

The subcommittee stands adjourned subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon the subcommittee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 


x 








